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PUBLIC NOTICE
NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE
A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Parsuant to Public Resources Code Section 211653, the City of Long Beach is the Lead Agency responsible for
preparing an envirenmental impact report (EIR) addressing potential impacts associated with the proposed project.
The proposed project is a mixed-use retail commercial development to be ancliored by 2 Home Depot. The project
site 15 located at 400 Studebaker Drive at the intersection of Studebaker Road and Loynes Dive. The project proposes
1o develop approximately 192,600 square feet of commercial development, including the Home Depot, a sit-down
restavrant, and various otlier retail uses. The project requires a Conditional Use Permit, # Local Coastal Development
Permit, and Standards Variances. Access to the site will be provided by a new primary eniry at the signalized
intersection of Stedebaker Road and Loyncs Drive and by two secondary entries providing right infright out access
from Studebaker Road.

Al a minimwm, the EIR wili examine the potential impacts generated by the proposed project in relation 1o the
following Environmental Analysis Checklist categories: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultura)
Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and
Planning, Neoise, Poblic Scrvices and Utilities, and Transportation and Circulation. A more complete description of
EIR requirenmients is included in the Notice of Preparation (NOP),

SCOPING MEETING: THE CITY OF LONG BEACH WILL CONDUCT A SCOPING
MEETING IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE NOP IN ORDER TC PRESENT THE PROJECT AND THE
EIR PROCESS AND TC RECEIVE COMMENTS.

DATE/TIME: WEDNESDAY, APRIL 7, 2064 / 6:60 PM

ADDRESS: KETTERING CLEMENTARY, 550 SILVERA AVENUE, LONG BEACIT 96843
httpa/fwww. Ibusd k12.ca vsfenerindviap and Contact Info html

REVIEWING LOCATIONS

COPIES OF THE NOP ARE AVAILABLE FOR
PUBLIC REVIEW FROM MARCEL 19, 2004, TO
APRIL 20, 2004, AT THE FOLLOWING LOCATIONS:

City of Long Beach Planning and Building Depariment:
Contact: Angcla Revnolds, Manager, (5623 $70-6357

City of Long Beach Libraries

Lang Beach Main Library, 101 Pacific Avenue

Bay Shore Neighborhood Library, 195 Bay Shote

El Dorado Neighbothand Library, 2900 Studebaker Road
Brewitt Meighborhood Library, 4036 E. Anaheim Street

Address Comments to:

Angela Reynolds, Environmental Planning Officer
City of Long Beach

Deparnment of Planning and Building, 7th Floor
333 Wesl Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
To: Notite of Preparation Recipients {Sece attached distribution list.)
Subject: Notice of Preparation of 2 Draft Environmental Impact Report

Lead Agency Consulting Firm

Agency Mame City of Long Beach Firm Mame LSA Associates, Inc,

Street Address 333 West Qeean Boulevard, Tih Floor Street-Address 20 Execotive Park, Suite 200
City/State/Zip Long Beach, CA 90802 Ciry/SiatefZip Jrvine, CA 52614-4731

Contact Angela Reynolds, Envirenmental Planning Officer Contact Liss D). Williams, REHS, REA

Projeci Title: Long Beach Home Depot

Praject Locatien: The proposed project site is located in the City of Long Beach. Comprising 16.47
acres, the propased project site is located at 400 Studebaker Road-at the intersection of Stedebaker
and Loynes Drive. There are intake channels from the Los Cervites Channel immediately surronnding
the project site to the north and south vsed to provide water fur cooling purpases at the power plants,
Bevond the intske channels, there are bvo electric penerating plants operated by AES Alamitos LLC,
and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Haynes Generatinig Station js Jocated to the
southeast across the San Gabriel River., There is also & petroleum storage tank farm cperated by
Pacific Energy Jocoted to the sonth. Studebaker Road forms the western bonndary of the prapoged
projeet site.

Projeet Descriptions The Oty of Long Beach is considering an spplication to.devefop & new
191,529-square-Toot commercial development veqguiring a Conditional Use Permit (retail trade in the
PD-1AG Zonc), Lecal Coastal Development Permit, and Standards Variance.

The City of Long Beach will be the Lead Apgency and will prepare & Draft Environmental Impact
Report {DEIR] for the proposed project. This Notice of Preparation (NOP) Is sent in order to obtain
input from your agency on the scope and content of the environmental analyses to be contained in the
DEIR. Specifically, the City of Long Beach requests input on the environrnemal information that is
garmane to your agency's statutory responsibility in connection with the propesed project. Your
agency may rely on the DEIR prepared by the City of Long Besch when considering poermits or other
approvals for the project.

The project description, localion, and potential envirenmental effects, based on the siformation
known to date, are ¢contained i the attached materials. A copy of the Initial Smdy is aiso attached.
Through the receipt of comments on this NOP and the process of preparing the DEIR, additions,
deletions, andfor mpdifications of these potential environmental Impacts may occur.

Due to the time fimits mandated by State faw, yoor response must be sent at the earliest possible date
but se loter than 36 days afier receipt of this notice. Please send your response to Angela Reymolds,

Environmental Planning Officer, at the address shown above. We will need
PErSOn i your agency In case there are questions related to your res

Date MM& f;S‘; 2-05"{ Signajure

Title Env nn\ng Cfficer
L] —

Telephone (562) 576357

PTEERIDNOT & QuestionaoiresMotics of Freparation. decre 03 1 /s
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NOTICE OF PREFARATION OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

INTRODUCTION

The City of L.ong Beach (City) is considering an application to develop a new 191,529-square-foot
commnercial development requiring a Conditional Use Permit {retail trade i the IG Zone), Local
Ceastal Development Permit, and Standards Vanance. Under the reguirements of the California
Environmental Guality Act (CEQA), the City, acting 25 Lead Agoncy, must evaiuate the potential
inipacts asseciated with the proposcd Home Depot commercial development project. Based on initiai
review of the proposed project, the City has determined than an Environmental Impact Report (EIR}
must be prepared to adequately assess the proposed project’s environmental impacts, to identify
feasible mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potentiaily significant environmental impacts, and
to discuss feasibie alternatives to the project that may accomplish the basic project ohjectives while
lessening or eliminating any potentiaily significant impacts.

This Notice of Preparation (NOP) is being circulated pursvant to California Public Resources Cade
section 21153({a) and State CEQA Guidelines scction 15082, Public agencics and the public are
invited to cotnment on the propused scope and content of the envirgmmenial information to be
included in the EIR. A 38-day comment period is provided to retumn written comments to the City of
Long Beach at the following address:

Ms. Angela Reynoids, Environmental Plapning (fficer
Ciry of Long Beach

Department of Flanning and Building, 7th Flopr

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 50802

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Sctting

The proposcd projoct site is lovated in the City of Long Beach between the San Gabriel River and the
Los Cerritos Channel, Comprising 16.5 acres, the proposed project site is located at 400 Studebaker
Road at the intersection of Studebaker and Loynes Drive. The proposed center is located within
Subarea 19 of the Southcast Area Development and Improvement Pian arca { SEADIP}. Much of this
area, inchiding the project site, is wnder the jurisdiction of the Local Coastal Program (LCP). The
property 15 Zoned General Industrial {1G) and the land use designation in the Long Beach General -
Pian is Land Use Dhstrict (LUD) No. 7, Mixed Use. LUD No. 7 is intended for the careful and
synergistic blending of different types of land uscs to vitalize an area and to suppert urban siructure,
The project sitc is also in an overlay area for Planned Development 1 {PD-1),

FACLB43MNOE & CGuestionnairesOP 15 docal 3 Gl 1
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The project site is currently developed as a “tank farm” and contains aboveground storage tanks
{ASTs), pipelines, and eguipment associated with petrolcum products storage and transfer, Tanks 14
were used to store fuel oil for the surrounding electric gencrating plants. These large ASTs are
currently disconnected from the system and have capacities that range between 5.9 million gailons
and 9.4 million gallons. Tanks 1 through 3 are empty, and Tank 4 contains approximately 38 inches
of settled sludge coliected from the bottom of ail the tauks. T'wo smaller ASTs store cutier stock fue)
{used 10 separate types of fuels transported through the pipelines). The capacity of the northerm AST
is 1.2 million gailons, and the southern AST s capacity is 840,000 zallons. The smaller of these two
tanks is owned and operated by the Los Angeles Departiment of Water and Power {LADWP), and the
gther is owned and operated by Pacific Energy. The ASTSs arc located in bermed and lined retention
basins desigred 1o capture accidental petroleum spills. The site also contains a former hazardous
material storage area, a hose storage building, a pig lavnching area (a series of piping and valves used
to insert “pig” into the pipelines to clean them}, an equipment building, underground and
aboveground pipelines, two pump areas, and heating vaits with cylindrical natural gas tanks.

A former operator, the Edison Pipeline and Terminal Company (EPTC), used the property as part of
an interconnected terminal and distribulion network for various petroleum-based fucls. The former
EPTC terminal and distribution network contained pipelines that conmected each of the four large
ASTs on the property to six major ol refineries in Southern California and collection/distribution
points at the Port of Long Beach and Rancho Domingurer.

There arc two waler supply channels from the Los Cerritos Channel immediately surounding the
project site to the north and south. Thesce channels provide cooling water for two clectric generating
plants, both of which are operated by AES Alamitos LLC. The LADWP Haynes Generating Station is
located to the southeast of the project site across the San Gabriel River. Studebaker Road forms the
western beundary of the proposed project site, and facilities associated with the AES gencrating
plants are located adjacent to the eastermn boundary. Figure 1 iilustrates the project location.

Project Characteristics

The proposed project is a mixed-use retail-commercial development to be anchored by a Home
Depot. The project includes 191,529 square feet of commercial space including a 104,886-square-foot
home improvement store with a 34,643-square-foot garden center; a 7,000-square-foot sit-down
restaurant with an approximately 2,850-square-foot cutdoor eating area; and 45,000 square feet of
other retail uses. Table A provides a breakdown of project square footage. A total of 918 parking
spaces are proposed for the development consisicnt with City of Long Beach Zoning Code
requirements. Access to the site will be provided by a new primary entry at the signalized intersection
of Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive and by two new sceondary entries providing right in/right out
access from Sordebaker Road. Figure 2 is a site plan for the proposed project.

The entirc project sile will remain a single parcel of land. Home Depot and other tenants will iease
portions of the project site from the landowner/applicant, Studebaker LB, LILC,

FACLEASMNOP & Questonndimes™NOP |5 docaldd 1600
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Table A: Total Proposed Building Ares

| Tentative Square

' Use Footage
Heme Depot  Store 104 236
7 Garden Center 34,643
tFad B |Restaurant _ ' 7,860
Cutdoor Seating | 2,056%
Pad C Retail i 15,800
Pad D :I*_hfiaj::sr Retaii ) 30,800
Total i 191,529

* Dutdoor seating not included in total building arca

PACER4INOP & Questionnaires™NOF [5.docedd 160 3
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The Pacific Energy distribution facility in the northera portion of the site will remain in place after
construction of the project. This arca will congist of a lined retention basin that contains the cutier
stock ot AST, 2 heating unit, two cylindrical natural gas tanks, a lube oil tank, pumps, the cquipment
room, and associated piping. The facility occupies approximately 1.2 acres of the 17.8-acre site. In
addition, the existing aboveground pipclines connecting this area to the Pacific Encrgy lanks (via the
central portion of the site) will be reronted along the castern boundary to connect to these tanks,

The LADWY AST and associated equipment and pipelines, the former hazardous material storage
area, the hose storage building, the pig launching area, Tanks 14, and associated aboveground and
underground piping will be removed as part of the project. Utility lines serving the existing
distribution facility will be removed and/or relocated 1o accommodate the proposed project. Any soils
encountered that are contaniinated with substances determined o be at hazardous concentrations will
Be romoved in accordance with local, Stale, and federal standards and will be transporied 10 a State-
approved facility.

Development of the retail-commercial center will result in the excavation of approximately 40,466
cnbic yards of earth on site. Approxiumnately 18,490 cubic vards of the cucavated carth will be vsed as
matertal for the constction of on-site embankments. Approximately 21,970 cubic yards of earth arc
10 be exported off site, to a location o be determined.

Developinent of the retail-commercial center includes the provision of the necessary infrastrcture for
the new commercial center, including storm water drainage, sewage disposal, water, solid waste,
electricity, natural zas, and telecommunications.

Due to the lack of sanitary sewer facilitics at the site, the proposed project includes construction and
operation of a privaie lift station with hydropneumatic pumps and a concrete-lined holding tank. The
purpose of Uie holding tank is to allow discharge during off-peak hours. The system may also include
an odor control system as necessary to mitigate any odor that might be gencrated by sewage stored
during the day. As a discharge option, the sewage would be conveyed from the 1ifi station via a 4-inch
force main to au cxisting 8-inch line at the end of Vista Strect, The foree main would run
vaderground to the Loynes Strect bridge, be mounted on the bridge, and then continue underground in
the street to a connection point on Vista Strect. There the force main would connect with an existing
8-inch line mainfained by the Long Beach Water Department. Figure 3 provides the proposed route
for the sewer connections for which permits will be required from the Long Beach Water Depariment.
After review of the proposcd desiga, the Long Beach Water Department may approve an alternative
dischaige method. .

The proposed retail-commercial center will be developed in accordance with the requirements of the
LCP, SEADIP (PD-13, and the 1G Zone. The proposed project requires a Conditional Use Permit for
retail trade in the PD-1/1G Zone, a Local Coastal Development Permit, and Standards Variances.

Discretionary Actions

Development of the proposed project wiil require discretionary approvals by the Lead Agency {City
of Long Beach) and by Responsible Agencies, A Lead Agency is the public agency having the
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving the project. The City of Long Beach’s
discretionary actions include the following:

PACLEMNROT & QuestinnnaicssNOP I5 docir 1603 9
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» Demolition Permits
+ Site Plan Review

= Local Coastal Petmit to allow for the construction of the proposed retail-commercial development
within a coastal ares, the discharge of treated storn water into the Los Cerritos Channel; and the
construction of a sewer force main along the bridge over the Cerritos Channel in Loynes Drive

« Conditional Use Permit 1o allow retail irade in the 18 Fone

+  Signage Program for the retail-commercial center, which may entail a waiver from the sign
development standands

+ Standards Variances for the following:

i. Exception from the Long Beach Municipat Caode to permit the construction of the following
curb cuts on Studebaker Road in lieu of the allowable 24-foot-0-inch-wide curb cuts:

2. A 55-foot-O-tnch-wide curb cut at Loynes Drive
b A 35-fout-d-inch-wide corb cut at the southern houndary of the site
¢. A 30-foot-0-inch-wide curb ot at the northern bowndary of the site

2. Exception trom Long Beach Ordinance No. C-7827 to permit development in the SEADIP
Agrca (PD-1) with less than 30 percent of the site to be retained for usable open space.

3. Exceplion fromm Long Beach Municipal Code Section 21.44.070 to permit the display of a
6-toot-wide-by- 10-foot-long goverament flag in liee of the allowable 6-foot-wide-by-6-foot-
long government flap

4. Exception from Long Beach Municipal Code Scetion 21.33.136 to permit a flagpole to be
placed on the roof of a building that exceeds the allowable height limit of 35 feet by 15 feet in
lieu of the allowahie 10 feet

Becanse the project also involves approvals from other ageneies such as the Statc Water Resource
Contral Board, these agencies are Responsible Agencies under CEQA. Section 15381 of the State
CEQA Guidelines defines Responsibie Agencies as public apencics other than the Lead Agency that
will have discretionary approval power over thie project as defincd by CEQA. Table B provides a list
of probable future actions by Responsible Agencics as tiey relate to the proposed project.

PACLBIMANOP & QuestionnairsshOP 15 doced3 1G4k ¢
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Table B: Probable Future Actions by Responsible Agencies

Responsiblc
Agency Action
State Water Resources Control Board | Applicant must submit 2 Notice of Intent (NOID)
! to Comply with the General Activity
Construction Mational Pollution Discharge
) Elimination System Permit (NPDES)
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LAY Scction 401 water quality certification
"U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - i Section 404 Permit for construction of sewer line
acrogs Los Cerritos Chanmel bridge
City of Long Beach Water Depariment Enstallation of sewer pipes from (i1 station to
connection in Vista Street
[ California Department of Oil, (3as, and Pelroleun pipeline relocation and abandonment |

Geothennail Resonrces/City of Long Beach
Departraent of (il Propertics

ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES

This NOP will be submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Responsibic Agencies, and other interested
parties that have specifically requested a copy of the NOP. Release of the NOP will be publicly
noticed, and a scoping meeting will be held to obtain information abowt the scope and coment of the
EIR. Alter the 34-day review period for the NOP is complete and all comments are roceived, a Draft
EIR (DR} will be prepared in accordance with CEQA as amended {Public Kesources Cade, Section
21060, et seq.) and the State Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA (State Code of Regulations,
Section 15060, ¢t seq.). The DEIR will compiy with the procedures for implementation of CEQA
adopted by the City of Long Beach,

Detailed analysis will be conducted in order to ascertain the proposed project’s potential impact on
the environmoent and the relative degree of impaet prior to implementation of mitigalion measurcs.
Where impacts are determined (o be significant, mitigation measures will be prescrbed with the
purpose of reducing those impacts completely or to the maximum degree feasible. An analysis of
alternatives to the proposed project will also be included in the DEIR. In addition, a discussion
regarding coemulative impacts associated with foreseeable future projects within the vicinity of the
proposed project (including the proposed project) will be included in the DEIR.

Project Alternatives

The DEIR will include review and analysis of at least four development alternatives including, bin
not limited 0, the No Project/No Development, No ProjectExisting General Plan, and Altcrnative
Locations. Based upon the analysis and data presented in the TIR, a determination will be made as to
which allemative or alternatives generate fower environmental impacts, if any.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

An Initial Study Checklist is a preliminary analysis of the proposed project prepared by the Lead
Agency to determine whether a2 Negative Declaration (ND) or EIR must be prepared {State CEQA
Guidelines Scction 15365),

The Initial Study Checklist addresses cach question reguired by the State CEQA Guidelines and
ndicates the potential impacts of the proposed project. The Checklist provides impact criteria from
federal and State agencies, the State CEQA Guidelines, and adopted City policies. The Checklist used
in this NOP 15 based on Appendix G of the Statc CEQA Guidelines and is generally consistent with
ihe draft threstolds prepared by City stalf.

The discussion in the seetion that foliows the Checklist indicates the potential impacts of the proposed
project and whether the proposed project will have any impacts that are:

1. Potentially Siznificant,

2. Potentially Signiticant Unless Mitipation ks [ncorporated,
3. Less Than Significant Impact, or

4. Mo Impact.

Al answers must take inte account the whole action involved, including impacts that are ofF site as
well as on site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction-related
as well a5 operations-related.

Onee the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may ocour, ihen the checkiist
answers Thust indicate whether the impact is Potentially Significant, Less Than Significant with
Mitigation, or Less Than Significant. “Potentially Signilicant Impact” is appropriate if substantial
evidence exists that an ¢ffoct may be significant. 1f one or more “Potentially Significant Tmpact”
entries cxists when the determination is made, an EIR 15 required.

The Initial Study Checklist and diseussion section have been prepared according to Sections 15063,
15046, and 15065 of the State CEQA Guidelngs.

PACLIAIONOP & Queslionnaires WP 15 dacid3r 160042 14
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
Long Beach Home Depot (CLB 430)

FotenLially
Signilicant
Empael
Pg-'lu_ﬂiall:.-' U.lﬂl‘."ss L_cm_'l'ha.n

Issues: Ment icomennsd s vopas
I. AESTHETICS Would the project:
a} Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] [ ] [
b}y Substantially damage scenic resources, including, bt not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state seenic highway? ] M ]
e} Swbsianlially degrade the existing visnal character or
quality of the sile and its sutroundings? i1 0 i1
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 1 B4 [ 1

I AGRICULTURE RESOURCTS In determining whether
impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Sile Assessment Model (1997} propared
by the California Dept. of Conscrvation as an optional model
to use in asscssing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
Would the project:

a) Convert Primne Farmiland, Unigue Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance {Farmland), as shown on the maps
preparcd pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to
nonagricubtural use?

by Conflict with existing zoning for agricultoral use, or a
Williamson Act coptract?

c) Invoive other changes in the existing cnvironment which,
duec to their location or rature, could romlt in conversion of
Farmiand, to nonagricultural use?

HIL AIR QUALITY Where applicable, the significance
criteria established by the applicabie air quality management
or art pollution control distirict may be relied upon to make 1he
foliowing determinations. 'Would the project:
aj Conilict with or ohstruct mnplementation of the appiicable
air quality plan?

b} Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially
10 an existing or projected air guality violation?
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Rignificant
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Issues: Sﬂﬁf ' m:‘;:d S'ﬁm.ifu i.n;gct
¢} KResult in 2 cumulatively considerabie net increase of any
critcria poliutant for which the project region is nonattainment
under an applicable federai or state ambient air guality
standard {including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for czone precursorsy? [+ ] ] ]
d) Expose sensitive reccptors to substantial pollatant
concentrations? [ 1 [ ]
¢) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people? ] ] 4] (i
IV, BIOLOGICAL RESQURCES Would the project:
a} Have a substantial adverse effect, sither directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policics, or regnlations, or by the California
Deparniment of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service? ' : ] J ] 1]

b) lave a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or

other sensitive natural community identifted in local or

regional plans, policics, regulations or by the California

Department of Fish and GGame or U5, Fish and Wildiifz

Service? ] ] B4
¢} Have a substantial adverse ¢ffect on federally protected

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act

{inciuding, but not imited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, ete}

through direct removal, fiiling, hydrological interrpption, or

other means? [] M| M
d} Tnterfere substantiaily with the movement of any native

resident or migratory fish or wildhife species or with

csiablished native resident or migratory wildlife comidors, or

impede the vse of native wildlife nersery sites? [ ] i1
¢) Contlict with any lacal policics or ordinances protecting

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or

ordinance? ] ] 5]
£y Conliict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat

Conservation Plap, Watoral Community Conservation Plap, or

other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation

plan? 0O O O
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project:
a) Cause 2 substantial adverse change in the significance of
an historical resource as defined in §15064.57 [t 0] B 1
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archacelogical resource pursuant to §15064.57 ] | ] L]
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleoniological
YCSUMCE O site or unique geologic feature? [ ] ]
dy Disturh any human remains, including those interred
ouiside of furmal cemeteries? u 5 O] N

VI GEOLGGY AND S0OILS Would the project:

a) Expose people or sirucivres to potential substantial
adverse effects, inchding the risk of loss, injury, or death
mvolving:

i} Rupture of a known carthquake fauit, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Faull Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist {or the area or based on other
subsiantial evidence of a known fanit? Refer to Division of
tines and Geology Special Publication 42,

i1} Strong scismic ground shaking?

i) Seismic-related ground failure, including liguefaction?
ivy Landslides?

b} Result in substantial s0il erosion or the loss of topsoil?

¢} Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is vnstabie, or
ihat would become unstable as a resull of the project, and
potentiaily rcsult in on- or off-site landsiide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, itquefaction or collapse?

d} Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial
risks to life or property?

¢} Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic lanks or alternative waste water disposal svstems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? ] 4 ] Il

Looao
aodan
XXX ARA
LAl

]
[
5
]

B
O
X]

VIL HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

a} Creatc a significant hazard 10 the public or the

environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of

hazardous materials? | 5 | =
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b} Create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment through reasonable foreseeable npset and

aceident conditions involving the release of hazardous

materials to the cavironment? ] i~ ] O
¢} Emit havardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter

miic of an existing or proposed school? ] 5 ] 1
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of

hazardouws materials sites compiled pursuant to Government

Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it ereatc a

significant hazard to the public or the envirciment? [ ] (i ]
¢} For g project located within an airport land use plan or,

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of 2

public airport or public use airport, would the project result in

a safety hazard for people restding or working in the project

area? (] ] [l (]
f3 Tor a project within the vicinity of a private amstrip, would

the project result in a safety havard for people restding or

working in the projoct area? ] R ] ]
g} Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an

adopted emcrgency respomse plan of cmergency evacuation

plan? O O O ®
h} Expose people or structures 1o a significant risk of loss,

injury or death involving wildlend fires, inclnding where

wildlands are adjacent to uwrbanized areas or where residences

are inicrmixed with wildlands? (i ] [ ]
VII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Would the

projoct:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge

requirements? i) ] <] ]

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere

substantiaily with groundwater recharge sueh that there would

be a net deficit in aquifer volunie or 2 lowering of the local

groundwater level (e.g., the praduction ratc of preexisting

rearby wells would drop to 2 level which weuid not support

existing land uses or planned vses for which permits have been

granted? (] 1 X ]
¢} Substantiaily alter the existing drainage pattem of the site

ot area, inciuding through the ableration of the course ofa

stream gr river, i a manner which would resoit in subscantial

erosion or siltation on or off site? 1 ] < ]
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d) Suvbstantially alter the existing drainape pattern of the site i [] ]
or avea, including through the aiteration of the covise of &
stream oF river, or substanbially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on
or off site?
e} Create or contritmie cunofl water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwatcr drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polivted runcfi? ] 1 4| (i
)y  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ] ] 5] []
g) Place housing within a 100-vear Nood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood harard delineation map? (. ] ] i]
h) Place within a 100-vear flood hazard area strectures which
would impede or redirect flood flows? 1 L] 1
1} Expose people or structures to 2 significant risk of loss,
injury or death, involving flooding, including flooding asa
resuft of the failure of a levee or dam? | [] [<] (]
i} Inendation by seiche, tsonami, or mudflow? ] ] ]
1X. LAND USE AND PLANNING Would the project:
ay Physically divide an established communiny? M 1 | ]

b} Conflict with applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project

{imcluding, but not limited to the gencral plan, specific plan,

lacal coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an covironmental effect?

¢} Conflict with any appiicabie habitat conservation plan or

natural community conservation plan?

X. MINERAL RESQURCES Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a kiown mineral

resource that would be of value to the region and the residents

of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral respuree recovery site delineated on a local generai
plan, specific plan or other land wse plan?

Al NOISE Wonld the project resuit in:

a} Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
nuise erdinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
t) Exposure of persons to or generation of ¢xcessive
groundborne vibration or grovndbomnie noise levels?

]

O
X
]

|
O
O
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c} A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels

in the project vicinity above lovels existing without the

project? >4 ] i] []
d) A substantial temporary or periodic inereasc in ambient

notse levels in the project vicinity above levels existing

without the project? (4 [T i1 J
¢} For aproject located within an 2irport land use plan or,

where such a plan has not been adopied, within two miles of a

public airport or public use airport, would the project expose

people residing or working in the projoct area to excessive

noise levels? [ | B ]
fy Fora project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would

the praject exposc people restding or working 1n the project

arcz to excessive noise levels? ] ] ] ]

Xil. POPULATION AND HOUSING Wonld the project:

a} Induce substantial population growth in an area, either

directly (for example, by propesing new homes and

businesses) or indircetly (for example, through extension of

roads or ofher infrastrucivre)? ] ] ] g
b} Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,

necessilating the construction of replacemcnt housing

elsewhere? (] ' [ B
¢} Displace substantial numbers of people, nocessitating the
construction of replacement housing elscwhere? ] ] i] [

Adil, PUBLIC SERVICES

a; Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physicaliy
aliered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
alicred governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacis, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
pertormance objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection?

Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?
Other public facilities?

OO0 0 o
AODGC OO
ROOX X
KX O O
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XIV, RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the vse of existing

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilitics

such that subsiantial physical deterioration of the facility

would oceur or be accelerated? 1 L] O] ]
by Does the project include recreational facilities or require

the construction or cxpansion of recreational facilitics which

might have an adverse physicat effect on the environment? ] ] ] B

XV, TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in trafiic which is substantial in relation
{0 the existing traffic ioad and capacity of the street system
{i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of
vehicle irips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at interscctions)?

b} Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard cstablished by the county congestion

>4
[
[
]

managenient agency for designated roads or highways? []
¢} Result in a change in air traffic patterns, inchuding either

an iitcrease in traffic leveis or 2 change in location that resnits

in substantial safety risks? ]

d} Suvbstantially increase hazards due to a design feature {c.g.,
sharp corves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
{e.g., farm equipment}?

¢} Resalt in inadeguate emergency access?

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g3 Conflict with adopted poiicies, plans, ot programs
supporling alternative transporiation {e.g., bus tumonts,

O OO0 0O &
O OO0 0O O
XXX O O

0 [aod

bicvcle racks)? X

XVI UTILITIES AND SERVICE S§YSTEMS Would the

prGject:

a} Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? ] ] I B4

b; Require or resuit in the construction of new water or

wastewatcr trealment facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which couid cause significant

environmenial effects? G4 ] ] 1
¢} Require or result in the construction of new stormwater

drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the

constructton of which could cause significant envitonmental

effucts? . L] ] 1] I:'
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d} Have sufficient watcr supplies available to scrve the

project from existing entitlernents and rosources, or are new or

expanded entitlements needed? i 1 (< ]
e} Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment

provider which serves or may serve the project that it has

adequate capacity 10 scrve the project’s projected demand in

addition to the provider’s existing commitments? X [}
£y Be served by a landfili with sufficient permitted caparity
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g} Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulalions related to solid waste? [ [ A 1

[
O
X O
O O

AVIL MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a} Does the project have the potential o degrade the quality

of the cnvironment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildiife species, cause a fish or wildiife popuiation to drop

below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or

animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of

a rare or crdangered plant or animal, or eliminate important

examples of the major periods of California history or

prehistory? ]
b) Does the project have impacis that are individually

linited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cuomulatively

constderable™ means that the incremental effects of a project

are comsiderable when viewed in connection with the effects of

past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the

effects of probable future projeets.) 24, ] (] [
¢} Does the project have environmental effects that will

cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either

divectly or indircctly”? < 1 [ O

[
<]
O
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DISCUSSION OF CHECKLIST RESPONSES
I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on 2 scenic vista?

Neo Impact. At build out, the proposed project will include 2 home improvement center and other
retail commercial stractures. There are no scenic vistas adjacent Lo the proposed project site, and as
such no impact is expected to occnr a5 2 resuit of project implementation.

b} Substantiaily danizge scenie resourees, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic bulldings within a state seenic highway?

No Impact. There are no identified scenic roads or highways on or adjacent to the proposed project
site. There arc no scenic resvurces in the vicinity of the project area, nor are there unigue physical
characteristics, such as rock cuteroppings. As such, no impact is expected to ocour as a result of
project implementation,

¢} Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surreundings?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site and surrounding arca is characterized by industrial
uses. There are no scenic resources in the vicinity of the project arca, nor would the project
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The
proposed project would result i the removal of above ground storage tanks, the consiruction of new
commercial buildings, and the addition of landscaping and lighting. The project site may add
substantial light and glare to the area. An anaiysis of changes 1o the aesthetic environmental will be
addressed in the EIR.

d) Create 2 new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated. Project implementation wouold
create lighting sourees on the project site with the addition of building, parking area, and security
lighting. Although the proposed project may create a significant new source of light, there is
sufficient distance between the project site and the nearest sensitive receptors so that any potential
impacts are expected to be less than sigrificant. The EIR, however, will describe project lighting and
will identify mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce poteniially significant impacts resulting from
new light sources on the project site.
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II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a} Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland}, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitering Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricubtural use?

b} Conflict with existing soning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

¢} Involve other changes in the existing envirenment whick, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use?

No Impact. Based on Farmiand Maps prepared by the California Department of Conservation (2000},
the proposed project site is not located in an area designated as Prime Farmiand, Unique Fanmniand, or
Farmland of Statewtde Importance. The project site and surrounding arcas are characterized by
industrial uses. The proposcd project will not eonvert designated Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmiand,
or Farmiand of Statewide Importance, contlict with existing zoning for agricultural use ora
Williamson Act contract, or affect any existing or fatre agricohtoral uses. Therefore, development of
the site would not impact apricnltural resovrces. Agricultural resources will not be evabvated in the
LR becawse the proposed project 1s not expecied 1o have a sighificant effect on the environment ina
manner that relates to this topic.

I ATR QUALITY. Would the project:
a} Cenflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 2ir quality plan?

b} Violate any air guality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

€} Resulf in a enmulatively considerable net increasc of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient zir quality
standard (including releasing emissions, which cxceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive recepters to substamtial pellutant concentrations?

Potentially Significant Impact, The proposed project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin
{Basin}, which is a nonattainment area for three of the six criteria pollutants. Air quality conditions in
the Basin are under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD,
which prepares and adopts an Ajr Qnality Management Flan { AQMP) that identifics strategies
mtended to bring the Basin into compiiance with federal air quality rules. The assumptions in the
AQMP reflect future Jand use build out according to adopted General Plans in the region.

Because the South Coast Air Basin is a ronattaipment area for three of the six critenia pollutants
{PMyo, carben monoxide, and ozone}, construction and occupation/se of the proposed project site
could contribute (o delay in the nitimate attainment of regional air quality levels established by State
and federai standards.
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The proposcd project hias the potential to result in significant short-term construction-related air
quality impacts associated with demalition, grading activity, and long-term air quality impacts related
to yehicular traffic in particular. A comprehensive air quality analysis will be completed as part of the
EIR, analyzing both the short-torm: {construction) and long-lermn {operational} impacis of the project.
The EIR wili also identify appropriate and feasible mitigation measurcs, should there be significant
impacts, Because the project is in a nonattaimmnent basin, it may not be possible o reduce overall air
guality impacis 10 below a level of sigpificance.

g} Create objecticnable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project may gencrate substantial track traffic for
deliveries and maintenance. In light of existing conditions, it is belicved that these trucks niay
penerate additional diescl fumes and that these fumes have the potential to create objectionable odors.
Odors will also be generated by the on-site restavrant uses and the scwage holding tank; however,
odors emanating from these uses are not expected to be detected off site. The potential for the projeet
site to generate odors that will affect a substantial number of people is remote and less than
significant, The EIR wiil analyze this issuc and identify feasible mitigation, if necessary.

V. BIOLOGICAL RESGURCES. Would the projoct:

a} Have z substantial adverse effect, cither directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, ¢r regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlifc Scrvice?

Potentially Significant Impact. This proposed project site is correnily developed as an oil tank
storage farm adjacent to two clectricity gencrating stations. At this time, there are no kiiown
candidate, sensitive, or special status animal species inhabiting the site. However, it is possible that
animal species of concern imay live on site, Pursuant to the discession accompanying CEQA
Guidelines Section 15463, the loss of habitat for species of special concern may be considered a
potentially significant impact and will be addressed in the EIR. The EIR will incorporate the analysis,
findings, and mitigation measures formulated in the biological survey being prepared for the project
site.

by Have a substantial adverse cffect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or 1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less Than Significant Impaet, This proposed project site is currently developed as an oil tank
storage farm adjacent to two electricity goncrating stations. Intake channels from the Los Cermitos
Channel snrround the project site on the north and south. Although the banks of the intake channels
may provide limited and degraded habitat for wiidlife, such habitat is not identilfied on any local or
regional plans. The EIR will incorporate the analysis, findings, and mitigation mcasures fommulated in
the bivdogical survey being prepared for the project site.
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¢} Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wettands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act {including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, ete.)
through direct removal, filling, kydrologicz! interruption, or other means?

Potentially Significant Impact. Although no wetlands are known to exist on the project site,
extension of the sewer line across the bridge on Loynes Drive may impact wetland areas in the
Los Cemitos Channel. Potential inapacts to wetlands will be addressed in the EIR, and appropriate
mitigation will be included, if nceessary.

d) Interfere substantizliy with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildiife corridors, or
impeds the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

No Impact, This site has not been identificd as a crucial portion of the migratory path of any animal
species. The site is developed and focated in a fully nrbanized area. Consequently, no impacts related
to migratory specics are expected. This topic will not be analyzed forther in (he draft EIR unless now
miformation identifying it as a poteatial impact is presented during the NOP process.

€} Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resourccs, such as a tree
preservaticn policy or ordinance?

Less Than Significant Impact, The City of Long Beach has no Municipal Code provision regarding
tree removal or replacement on private property although tree replacement is often part of mitigation
for new projects requiring discretionary permits. The City Zoning Ordinance requires trees and
landscaping in the public right-of-way for now projects. Compliance with iandscaping requircments
will be addressed in the Land Use and Planning section of the draft EIR. The EIR will include
comprehensive information on existing on-site trees.

f} Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved loczl, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact, There are no adopted habital conservation plans or natural community conservation plans
applicable to the project site. This topic will not be analyzed forther in the draft FIR unless now
nformation identifying it as a poteniial impact is presented during the NOP process.

V. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a} Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of zn bistorical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact. No historical resources are anticipated on site. Uowever, the culturai
rescurce evaluation in the EIR wiil include an cvaluation of potential on-site histaric resources,
Appropriate mitigation measures will be identified as necessary,
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archacological resource
pursnznt to §15064.57

Potentially Sigmificant Impact Unless Mitigaticn Incorporated. There are no known
archaeological resources on the project site. Due to the heavily disturbed nature of the project site, i
is unlikely any will be found. The topic will, however, be addressed in the EIR. Precautionary
mitigation may be included 1n the EIR (o protect unknown buried resources.

¢} Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique gealogic
feature?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated. Although there are no known
paleontological resources on the project site, the potential to encounter such resources exists. The
topic will be addressed in the FIR. Precautionary mitigation may be included in the EIR to protect
unknown buried resources, should there be an indication that they may be present.

d) Disturl: any buman renains, includiog those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known hiuman
remains hiterred on the project site. Precautionary mitigation may be included in the EIR to address
any potential impacts related to unknown remuins that might be uncovered during grading activities.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantizl adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i} Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priole Earthquake Fault Zening Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of 2 known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Specizl Publication 42,

if) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iif) Seismic-related ground failure, including liguefzction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Resulf in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
¢) Be located on & geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as 2
result of the project, and potentiaily result in on- or off-site landsliidc, [ateral spreading,

subsidence, liquefaction or collapsc?

) Be located on expansive yoil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
{1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
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Less Than Significant Impact. There are 10 known faults that lie directly below the proposed
project site, and the project site is not within or adjacent to an Alguist-Priolo Special Study Zone.
However, the project site, like most of Southern California, is in an area of high seismic activity.
‘Therefore the project site could be periodically subjected to moderate to intense ground shaking from
active and potentially active faults. The site is also located in an area identified by the Statc of
California as having the potential for liquctaction (Seismic Hazard Zone, Los Alamitos Quadrangle,
harch 25, 1999}, The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act requires investigation for this potential hazard
and, if a hazard exists, that its effcets be mitigated.

The project must be designed and constructed in accordance with the Zone 4 criteria of the current
Uniform Buiiding Code and other local codes that may apply. The project will also be required 10
comply with the recommendations of a geotechnical engineer and geologist. The implementation of
these standards and criteria will minimize 10 the extent feasible potential Impacts associated with 2
SEISMIc cvent.

The EIR analysis will mclhude the Jocation of known faulis and their potential for earthquake-induced
ground shaking capable of causing rupture, liquefaction, settlement, and landsiides. Mitigation will be
incinded, if necessary. The potential exposure of people or struetures to geologic hazards such as
seismic-related ground Failure or substantial erosion and to soil conditions such as instability,
subsidence, compressibilify, expansiveness, or other conditions that might affect project
improvements will also be evaluated.

¢} Have seils incapable of adequately supporting the nse of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not avzilable for the disposal of waste water?

Potentizlly Significant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated. Therc arc no sewer facilities that
can serve the project site nnder Studebaker Road or Loynes Drive, A private Lifi station with an
equalization tank, odor contrel system, and force main to convey sewage from the development 1o
Long Beach Water Departnent sewage facilities on Vista Street is proposed as part of the
developiment. It is anticipated that the proposed structeres can be supported if constructed pursuant to
the recommendations of the project geotechnical enginecr. The EIR will include an analysis of
proposed improvements to the on-site wastcwater facilitics and the ability of on-site soils to support
the alternative wastewater sysiem. If necessary, mitigation measures will be included (o reduce the
project’s impacts to the extent fegsible,

VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a} Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the reutine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reascnable foreseeable
upsct and accident ¢conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
gnvironment?
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¢} Emit hazardeus emissions or handle hazardous or acotely hazardous materizls, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Potentially Sigaificant Impact Unless Mitigation Incorporated. Hill Middie Schooi is within one
mile of the project site, and Kettering Elementary School is located within one-half mile of the project
site. The proposed project is a retail comnercial center anchored by a Home Depot. Construction and
operation of the cenler would not involve extensive use of hazardous substances or risk of accidental
explosion. Potentially hazardous svhstances contained in typical howschold products such as cleancrs,
solvents, aulomotive oils, and paints would be vsed and possibly sold on dhe property. The Long
Beach Fire Department and Los Angeles County Fire Deparoment Health and Hazardous Matcrials
Division {HHNMLY) regulate the handiing, storage, and disposal of hazardous substances on the
property. Compliance with existing standards will minimize 1o the extent feasible potential impacts
associated with these preducts. The EIR will include a discussion of potential hazards caused by the
proposed project and will include mitigation measures, # necessary, that will reduce potential impacts
to & less than significant level.

d) DBe located on a site which is included on a list of harardons materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact, A Phase { Environmenial Site Asscssinent conducted in 1997 for the
Alamitos Generating Station, 690 N. Studebaker Road—the property immmediately adjacent to the
proposed project site—found that the site was not a list pursuant to Government Code Section
659625, There was a record of two oil spills on that property.

A new Phase I Environmental Site Assessment is being prepered for the project site to determine the
hazardous snbstance conccrns al the site. The EIR will include a discussion of potential hazards
caused by the proposed preject (including havards related to demolition and removal of existing
structeres} and will include mitigation measures, if necessary, that wiil reduce potential impacts to the
extent feasibie.

e} For a project located within an airport [and use plan or, where snch a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a2 public zirport or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

f} Fora project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in 2 safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact. The proposed project is located more thar two miles from the nearest airport facility, the
Armed Forces Reserve Center near the Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach. The project site is not
located within the Airport Land Use Plan and thus is not constdered subject to safety hazards from
airport or military operations. Although the airspace above the project site may be vsed by airceaft
associated with either of these facilitics, it is unlikely thai the project site is at risk because of airspace
uses because most accidents ecenr during landings and takeoffs. This topic will not be analyzed in the
EIR unless new information identifying it as a potential impact is presented during the NOP proccss.
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g} Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergeney evacuation plan?

Mo Impact. The Disaster Management Division is located within the Support Services Bureau of the
Fire Department, which is responsible for disaster planning, interagency coordination, planning and
exceution of citywide exercises, citywide SEMS (Standardized Emergency Management System)
training, and management of the terrorism grant funds.

Responsibilities nclude staff and oversight of the Disaster Commitiee and the Terrorism Working
Group. Representatives of ihis office coordinate closcly with the Operational Area and the
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services Lo ensure that the coordination and compliance
requirements of the SEMS regulations are maintained. Revisions in the City’s Emergency Operations
Plan are cumently under way. These changes will bring the City into fuil compiiance with SEMS
reguiations and planning guides.

The project sitc is bounded on the west by Studebaker Road. The proposed project will likely include
Hnprovements to these streets to facilitaic access to and from the proposed project site. There will be
no changes to the street network tiat would adversely affect cmergency response or evacpation plans
and the proposed project site provides aceess for emergency vehicles {Police, Sheriff,
Fire/Paramedics). Consequently, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR nnless new
information identifying it as a potentiai impact is presented during the NOP process.

k) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death invelving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

Ne Impact. The projeet site is in an urbanized sefting where it is surounded by industrial
development, the San Gabriel River, and the Los Cerritos Channel. There are no open space arcas
with vegetation or brush that would pose a significant fire hazard. The project site is nol within a
designated high fire hazard area, and no impacts related to wildland fires are expected. Consequently,
this topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR unless new information identifying it as 2 potential
impact is presented during the NOP process,

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Weuid the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Signifieant Impact. The project has the potential to significantly impact water quality
during construction and operation. A hydrology study deseribing existing and proposed drainage

areas, design storm flows, surface drainage calcviations, and erosion issues will be prepared and
summmarized in the EIR.
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- Construction of the project wiil require compliance with the State General Construction Activity
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, as well as with applicable City
crdinances that implement requirements of the municipal NPDES permit. The construction activity
permit requires preparation of a Storin Water Pollution Prevention Plan {(SWPPP) and implementation
of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent erosion and polluted runoff fiom leaving the site
during storms and contaminating watenvays. As required by the Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) for Los Angeles County and City of Long Beach Municipal Code Chapter
18.95, developmants that resuit in 100,000 square feet or more of impermeable surface, inciuding
parking lots, are snbject to specific sowrce control and treatment control best management practices
(BMPs) requirements. The project is being designed to mcorporate BMPs to address pollutanis of
concern such as trash, bacteria, nutrients, metals, and petroleum hydrocarbons. Compliance with
exisiing standards will minimize to the extent feasible potential impacts associated with these
products. This issue will be fully addressed in thie EIR. Additinnal mitigation will be incleded in the
EIR, if necessary, to further reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be 2 net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
greundwatcer level {e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to =
level whick would not support existing [and uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted?

Less Than Significant Impact. The land uses proposed by the project wonld not significantly change
groundwater quantities because the uses do not include a proposal for groundwater extraction or
injection, and the project site is not located in a groundwater recharge area. The project site is located
seaward of the Alamitos Seawater Intruston Barrick, which spans the Los Angeles and Orange
County line, preventing geean water from contaminating Los Angeles County's central basin and
Orange County’s groundwater basin. Therefore, the project is expected to have a less than significant
impact on aguifer volume. This issue will be fully addressed in the EiR.

¢} Substantially alter the existing drainzge pattern of the site or arca, including through the
alteration of the ceurse of a stream or river, in 2 manner whichk vwould result in snhstantial
ergsion or siltation on or off gite?

d} Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate ar amount of
surface runoff in & manrner which would result in flopding on or off site?

Less Than Significant Impact, The project site will be regarded 10 accommodate the proposed
project. The on-sile draimage inprovements will be constructed to current water quality and
hydrology standards. Therefore, the project is not expected 10 result in snbstantial erosion or siltation
or to substantially mcrease the rale or amount of surface runoft resuliing from alteration of the
cxisting drainage patiern of the site. This issuc will be folly addressed in the EIR,
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€} Create or contribute runcil water whick would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runcff?

f} Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will incorporate on-site drainage itnprovemerits
needed to accommodate the proposed land uses. The project site will also featurc water quality
management features to address the guality of runoff generaied hy the site, On-site improvements wili
accomnodate project drainage needs consistent with off-site drainage improvements, The EIR will
address potential water quality impacts that may result from project implementation and will consider
best management practices and mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacis (o a less
than signiftcant fevel,

g} Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area ax mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insuraace Rate Map or other flond hazard delineation map?

i) Placc within a F0(-year flond harcard area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

i}y Expose people or structures to 2 significant risk of loss, injury or death, involving flooding,
including flooding 25 a result of the failure of a [evee or dam?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is located in Flood Zone X (FEMA (3
lood Data 1996). Fleod Zone X includes areas that are outside the 100-year floodplaing, arcas of

I percent annual chance sheet {low flooding where average depths are less than | foot, areas of

{ pereent anmual chance stream floading where the contributing drainage area is less than | square
nuile, or areas protected from the 1 percent annual chance flood by levees, The proposed project wiil
not place howsing within a 100-year flood hazard area. The project storm drain system will provide
adequate flnod protection so that potential flooding impacts are Iess than significant.

The project site is not located in close proximity 1o or in the flood path of 2 dam or lovee and
therefore is not susceptible to these risks. As shown in the Long Beach General Plan Seismic Safety
Element, the project site is outside the fload influence arcas for both the Whittier Narrows Dam and
the Hansen Basin Flood Control facility. In the event of failure or breach of the Whittier Narrows
Dain, the closer of the two facilities, flood waters would be contained by the San Gabriel River and
the Los Cemitos Chanuel near the project site. This lopic will be fully addressed in the EIR and
mitigation measures will be identified, if necessary, to reduce poiential project impacts (o a fess than
significant jevel.

i} Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
Mo Tmpaet, The project site is not in a designated seiche or tsunami influence area aceording to the

City of Long Beach General Plan Scismic Safety Elemcnt (1988). There are no hilisides or slope
arcas adjacent o the site that could generate a mudflow. Therefore, no impacts from these conditions
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are anticipated, and this issue will not be analyzed furiher in the FIR unless new informiation
identifying it as a potential impact is presented dering the MOP process.

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Wouid the project:
%} Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The project site is currently developed as an oil tank storage {acility and as such there is
no ¢stablished community on the property. Project implementation will redevelop the site for retail
commercial use. The project will not divide or disrupt the physical arrangement of the sumounding
arez. Consequently, this topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR uniess new information
identifying it as a potential impact is presented during the NOP process.

h} Conflict with applicable land use plan, pelicy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, loeal coastal
program, or zoning erdinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect

Lcss Than Significant Impact. The proposed center is lacated within Subarea 19 of the Scutheast
Area Development and Improvement Plan (SEATMPY. Much of this area, including the project site, is
onder the jurisdiction of the Local Coastal Program {L.CPY. The proposed projeci would require a
Conditional Use Permit but would otherwise be consistent with the Zoning Ordinance and General
Plan. The project wili require a Local Coastal Development Permit. Consistency with applicable land
usc plans and ordinances will be addressed in the EIR. '

c} Conflict with any applicable habitat conservaiicn plan or natural community conservation
plan?

No Impact. The proposed project will not conflict with any habitat conservation plau or patural
community conservation plan. There are no such plans applicable to the project site. Consequently,
this topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR unifess new information identifying it as a potentiai
impact s presented during the NOP process.

 X. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a} Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the vesidents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of 2 locally important mineral resource recovery site
delincated on a Incal general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

No Impact. The proposcd project site is not 2 mineral resource recovery site designated on a local
gencral plan, specific plan, or other land vse plan, The project sitc contains no known minerai
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resources that would be of vaiue to the region or to the residents of the State of California. Akhough
cil extraction activity occurs within the southeast portion of the City, there is ro indication that oil is
buricd beneath the surface of the project sitc, and the geclogical composition of the soils beneath the
site make it unlikely. Conseguently, this 1opic will not be anaiyzed further in the ETR unless new
mfonmation identifying it as a potential impact is presented during the NOP process.

XI. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a} Exposure of persons 1o or generation of noisc levels in excess of standards established in the
[ecal general plan or noise erdinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Potentially Significant Impact. The applicable noise standards governing the project site are set
torth in the Long Beach Municipal Cade {Section 8.80). The City of Long Beach has adopted the
State of Califomnia noise guidelines established by the Office of Noise Contral and the Stale
Governient Code Section 65382(g). In addition to the State noise guidelines, the City of Long Beach
has a Noisc Conirol Ordinance that establishes the maximum permissible noise levels generated by
mdividual noisc sources. The City's Noise Contro} Ordinance also governs the time of day that
construetion work can be performed.

Noise levels on and in the vicinity of the project site will change as a result of the proposed project.
Potential noise impacts associated with the project include road noise due Wo increases in vehicular
traffic and construction noise. The potential noise impacts that may occur as a result of project
implementation will be identificd in the EIR. Analysis will also identify sensitive receptors in the
vicinity of the project, if any, address applicable local noise standards, and anaiyzc potential noise
iinipacts.

b} Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundboroe
noisc levels?

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the project wouid not resuit in sipnificant
growndborme vibration or groundhorre noise on properties adjacent to the project site. Furthermore,
project operation would not generate significant groundborne noise and vibration that arc above
existing fevels, Consequently, this topic will not be analyzed further in the EIR uniess now
information identifying it as a potential impact is presented during the NOP process.

€) A substantial permanent increasc in ambient uoise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

d} A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

Potentially Significant Impaet. Refor to response Xla above. The EIR will address any potential
permanent and substantial temporary or periodic increases in ainbicnt noise levels in the project
vicinity. Potential noise impacts and mitigation measures_ if nocessary, will be addressed in the EIR.
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&} For u project [ocated within an afrport Iand wse plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, withizt two miles of 2 public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project arez to excessive noise levels?

f) Fora project within the vicipity of a private airstrip, would the project expose peaple
residing or working in the project area to excessive ooise [evels?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project is not located within an airport land use plan or within
two miles of a public airport or private airstrip. The nearest airport facility, which is also more than
two miles away, 15 the Armed Forces Reserve Center near the Maval Weapons Station, Seal Beach,
The project site is not located within any air facility’s adopted noise contours; therefore, project
implementtation will not result in exposure of people working on or visiting the project site to
excessive noise ievels atinibutable to the airport. The EIR will address potential noise impacts
associated with aircraft flying over the site and inciude mitigation mcasures, if necessary.

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the project:

a} Induce substantial population growih in an ares, either directly {for cxample, by proposing
new homes and businesses} or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

Mo Impact. The proposed project is not 2 residential development and will therefore not resplt
direct growth-inducing cffects. The proposed project includes redevelopment of 4 site within an
urbanized area. The project site is located in an industrial area and 15 expected to serve the existing
demand for scrvices in the southeast portion of the City. The projoct is not the type of land use that
would induce population growth. This topic will not be analyzed in the EIR unless new information
identifying i as a poteniial impact is presented during the WOP process,

b} Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

¢} Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the ¢construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Mo Impaet. The proposed project will not displace existing housing or people. The proposed project
uiciudes redevclopment of a site within an urbanized area. The project site is located in an industrial
arca and is expected to serve the existing demand for scrvices in the southeast portion of the City.
This topic will not be analyzed in the EIR unless new information identifying it as 1 potential impact
is presented during the NOP process,

AL PUBLIC SERVICES Wonld the project:

1} Result in substantizl adverse physical impacts asvoviated with the provision of new or
physiczlty altered governmental facilitics, neod for new or physically altered governmental
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facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceplable service ratios, response times er other performance chjectives for any of
the public services:

Fire protection?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is an urban in-fill project in an area presently
served by ail public services. While the redevelopment of the project site has the potential to result in
an increase in demand for fire proteciion services, the increase is expected to be incremental and not
result in the need for new or expanded fire department facility. Impacts related to public services,
including fire protection and emergency medical services, ate expecled 1o be less than significant,
The EIR will, however, address service capacity of existing systems and any potential impacts to
those services.

Police protection?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is an urban in-fill project in an area presently
served by all public services. While the redeveiopment of the project site has the potential Lo result in
an increase 1 demand for police services, the Increase is expecied to be incrementzl and not result in
the need for new or expanded police facilitics. Impacts related to public services, including police
protection, are expevted o be less than significam. However, the EIR will address service capacity of
exisling systems and potential impaets 1o those services,

&chools?

No Impact. The proposed projeel wiill not reselt in a population increase or create new housing;
therefore, no impacts to schools are expected. Impacts related to public services, including schools
and other public facilitics, arc cxpected to be less than significant. This topic wiil not be analyzed in
the EIR unless new information identifying it as a polential impact is presented during the NOP
PIOCESS.

Parks?

No Impact. The proposed project would not generaic a need for park space. Therefore, public parks
are not anticipated to be affected by the proposed project This issuc will not be further addressed in
the EIR.

Other public facilities?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed projsct is an wban redevelopment project in an area
preseitly served by ail public services, Public services are in place and do not nced to be extended in
order 10 serve the project. The EIR will, however, address servive capacity of existing systems and
any potential impacts to those services,

FACLEAMNNDY & Quc:ﬂinnnain:.x‘NOP [ doeu i L G0d 36



L¥A ASECCIATES, WO, MOTICLE O PELFARATIGH
MAKGH 2334 LixX4G PEACH HOME NE Y
CUTY OF LOYHO LEACH

XIV. RECREATION

a} Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would oceur
or be accelerated?

No Impact. The proposed project would not generate an increased demand for recreational facilities.
It is thercfore nol anticipated that recreation facilities within the City of Long Beach will be affceted
by project implementation. This topic will not be analyzed in the EIR unless new information
identifying it as a potential impact {s presented during the NOP process.

b} Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities whick might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

o Impaet. The proposed projeet does not incorporate recrcational Facilities. See also Response
XIVa above. This topic will not be analyzed in the EIR unless new information identifying it asa
potential impact is presented during the NOP process.

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Would the project:

a) Causc an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in cither the number of
vefticle trips, the volume to capacity ratic on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

Potentially Significant Impact. A traffic and circulation study is in preparation that will address
traffic impacts associated with construction and operation of the proposed project. The proposed
project may cause an increase in daily vehicle trips when compared to the existing uses on site, The
increase attributable to the projeet may cause congestion at intersections in the vicinity. The EIR will
incorporate the analysis, findings, and mitigation measures formulated in a traffic and circulation
study. :

b} Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, 2 level of service stundard established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

Potentialty Significant Impact. The City of Long Beach has established Level of Service (LOS) D
as the minimum satisfactory operation for peak-hour intersection operations. The propesed project
may cause significant traffic impacts on area intersections. The EIR will incorporate the analysis,
findings, and mitigation measures formulated in a traffic and circulation study.

¢} Result in a change in air traffic patterns, includiog either 20 increase in traffic levels ora
change in location that results in substzntial safety risks?
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No Impact. Air wraffic patterns will not be affected by the proposed project. The project site is not
within two miles of an airport and does not include tall structures or seasitive uses that would
necessitate changes in air traffic patterns. This topic will not be analyzed in the EIR unless now
information identifying it as a potential impact is presented during the NOP process.

d4) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intcrsections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no project-related sharp curves that wonld result in safety
hazards. No incompatible uses that would pose iraffic safety hazards are anticipated on Hie project
site. The traffic study will address tumning movements and traffic flow {rom these locations. The EJR
will incorporate the analysis, findings, and mitigation measures formulated in the traffic and
cireulation study,

€} Result in inadegquate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact, The proposed project includes three access points, Primary access
will be from the interseciion of Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive. Secondary access may be
obtained from two additional driveways on Studebaker Road, one north of the primary entrance and
onc south of the primary entrance. These driveways are proposed to be right-in right-out only. The
proposed praject will be required to comply with all applicable standards for emergency access. The
EIR will incorporate the analysis, findings, and mitigation measures formulated in the traffic and
circulation study resniting from emergency access.

f} Resuit in inadequate parking capasity?

Less Thao Significant Impact. The proposed project includes 963 parking stalis. This excocds the
City’s parking standard, which would require 945 parking stalls for the proposed uses at the square
footage proposed. Therefore, inadequate parking capacity is not anticipated due to implementation of
the proposed project. This topic will not be analyzed in the FIR pnless new information identifying
this as 2 potential impact is preseated during the NOP process.

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting zlternative transportation
{e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks}?

Less Than Significant Impact. Long Beach Transit and the Orange County Transportation Authority
{OCTA) provide public transil near the project site. Commuters may also conneet or transfer to Los
Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) services operating elscwhere in the Cily of
Yong Beach. The design of the proposed project is not anticipated to affect existing transit facilitics or
bikeways. The proposed vses may generate additional ridership, although it would be relatively minor
additions. Transit authoritics will be contacted to determine any potential impacts and mitigation, if
appropriate. This topic will be fully addressed in the EIR.
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XVL UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the project:

a} Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regioral Water Quality
Control Board?

Ne Impact. The proposed project is not an industrial facility and is therefore not subject to the
wastewater {reatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The project is
subject to the requirements of the State General Construction NPDES Permit during construction as
well as the requirements of the City of Long Beach Municipal Code Chapter 18.95, which enforces
the requirements of the municipal NPDES permit issued by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Los Angeles Region {LARWQUCB) to the City of Long Beach, The intent of these
regnlations is to effectively prohibit non storm water discharges into the storm drain systems or
watercourses and to require controls o reduec the discharpe of pollutants into the sionn water to the
maximum extent practicable. Refer to Seciton Viia for firther explanation.

b} Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
envirenmental effects?

€} Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may scrve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (LACSIY} are the
wasfewater treatment provider {or the proposed project site. The Long Beach Water Department
operatcs and maintzins over 730 miles of sanitary sewer line and delivers over 49 million galions of
wastewater per day 0 Los Angeles County Sanitation facilities located on the rorth and south sides of
the City. Currently, a majority of the City's wastewater is delivered to the JWPCP of the Los Angeles
County Sanitation District. The remaining portion of the City’s wastewater is delivered to the Long
Beach Water Reclamation Plant of the Los Anpeles County Sanitation District. Capacity of the
JWPCP is 383 mgd, and the plant operates at an average flow of 319.9 mgd. The Long Beach Water
Reclamation Plant {WRP) provides primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment for 25 million gallons
of wastewater per day.

The proposed project may require the canstruction of 2 private iift station with an equalization tank,
ador control system, and force main to corvey sewage during off-peak hours from the development to
the Long Beach Water Department scwer system. After being conveyed 10 Water Depariment or
LACSD facilities, the wastewater generated by the proposed project will be collected in an existing
system of pipes and transported to the JWDCP located in the City of Carson or the Long Beach WRE
located in the City of Long Beach for treatment,

The proposed land uses under the proposed project have the potential (o result in increased demand
for the treatment of used water generated on the project site. The Long Beach Water Department and
the LACSD will be contacted during the preparation of the EIR to determine the potential effect of
the proposed praject on their ability 1o provide adequate treatment of water used on the site. The EIR
will include a discussion of any potential impacts to wastewater treatment facilities caused by the
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proposcd project and will prescribe applicable mitigation measures, if neecssary, and project design
features to avoid or reduce impacts to below a level of significance.

¢} Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cauvse significant envirenmental effects?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will require the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities on site. The EIR will address impacts to stonm water facilities and, if
necessary, inclede mitigation to reduce project impact to the extent feasibie.

d)} Have sufficient water supplies available to scrve the project from existing cntitlements and
resnurees, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Less Than Sigmificant Impact. The Long Beach Water Department provides potabie water to the
project site. Sources of water inelnde groundwater wells located within the City and treated surface
water purchased from the Meiropolitan Water District of Southern Caiifornia (MWD), Water
purchased from the MWD has two sowrces: the Colorado River, via the 242-mile Colorado River
Aqueduct, and Northern California’s Bay-Delta region, via the 441-mile California Aqueduct.

Recent water supply legislation ensurcs that water supply issues are thoroughly considered as part of
the environmental review process. Under Water Supply/CEQA legislation enacted in 2001 (SB-610),
if a city oF county determines that any project (as broadly defined under the Water Code) is subject to
CEQA, it must comply with the watcr supply assessmient procedore as detaiied in the Siate Water
Code. A Water Supply Assessment is required for residential projects of more than 500 units and
specified commercial and industrial projects or any project that would resuit in 2 water demand
equivalent to or greater than a 500-unit residential development.

To determing if a Water Supply Assessment is needed for the proposed project, the Long Beach
Water Department was contacted. The City of Long Beach Water Department estimates that 500
dwelling units use approximately 204 acre-feot of water per year. Projected water usage by the
proposed praject is 43.07 acre-feet of water per year, which is far below the 204 acre-feet threshoid.
Therefore, the proposed project does not exceed the threshold identified in SB-610 and is not subject
to the Water Supply Asscssment requirements. Regardless, the Long Beach Water Department will be
further consulted, and water supply issues will be addressed in the EIR.

f} Be served by a landfll with sufficient permitted capacity t¢ accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Long Beach is a member of the Sanitation Districts of
Los Angetes County (LACSD), a confederation of independent special districts that provide
wastewater and solid waste services in Los Angeles County. The T.ACSD work together to comnit all
waste to the County landfill system. Three active sanitary landfilis handie approximately 22,000 tons
per day {tpd) of trash (approximately 40 percent of the countywide disposal capacity), of which
14,006 pd are disposed and 8,080 tpd are recycled. The agency also operates three gas-to-cnergy
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facilities, two recycle centers, and two transfer/materials recovery facilitics and participates in the
cperation of two refuse-to-energy facilities,

The Puente Hills Landfili, owned and operated by the LACSD since 1970, is the closest lardfill to the
project site {approxiinately 20 miles). The Puente Hills Landfili has a remaining capacity of 38
million tons at an average rate of 12,000 tons per day. The site reccives up to 12,000 tons per day, on
a six-day average. Tonnage accepted is linited by a Conditional Use Permnit to 72,000 tons per week,
based on 2 six-day weck, with a maximum allowable daily tonnage of 13,208 tons, In its existing
condition, the Pucente 1ills Landfili reaches its tonnage limit daily and often closes eariy.

For this reason 1t is expected that the waste generated by the projoct site will be transported to the
southeast Resource Recovery Faciliny (SERRFE), which is a publicly owned refuse-to-energy facility
focated in the City of Long Beach, LACSD participates in its operation but the City of Long Beach
owns and oversees the facility. SERRF, which began operation, in July 1938, processes an average of
1,290 tons of municipal solid wasie each day and generates up to 36 megawatts of electricity. Over
1.5 ballion Kilowatts of eiectricity generated by the facility have been sold to Southern California
Edison (5CE). The facility has a daily capacity of 1,380 tons.

It is expected that SERRF will be able to accommodate the additional solid waste generated by the
proposed preject, and therefore the proposed project will not resuit in a significant impact related to
solid waste. However, the appropriate solid waste havier will be comtacted during the preparation of
the EIR 10 detenmine the potential effect of the proposed project on its abiiity to provide adeguate
solid waste disposal services to the project site. The City of Long Beach Energy Department and
LACSD will be contacied to determine the available capacity in the existing Jandfilis at SERRF and
their assessment of the potential impacts of tlie proposed project on these facilities. The TIR will
include a discussion of any potential impacts to solid waste disposai facilitics caused by the proposed
project and if necessary will prescribe applicable mitigation mcasures and project design featores to
avoid or reduce impacts to below a level of significance,

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Potentially Significant Impact. State legislation (Asscrmbly Bill AB 939) requires that cvery city and
covnty m California implement programs o recycle, reduce refuse at the source, and compost 50
percent of their solid waste. Waste haulers are expected to contribute by reeycling residential and
commercial wasie they collect, and project developers are cxpected to employ measures to reduce the
amount of construction-gencrated waste by 50 percent or more. Currently, the City of Long Beach is
ret in full compliance with waste diversion goals set by the State. Confractors will be required to
rouse construction forms where practicable or applicable, attempt to balance soils on site, minimize
evercutting of lumber and polyvinyl chloride (PVC) piping where feasible, and use landscape
containers to the extent feasible. The FIR will address compliance with applicable federal, State, and
Iocal statres, and include mitigation measures, il necessary, to further roduce the project’s
contribution to the county’s solid waste disposal sysiem.
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XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Pursvant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15865, a Lead Agency shail find that a projeet may have
a significant effect on the environmental and thereby reguire an EIR to be prepared for the project
when any of the [ollowing conditions ocour:

a} Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number ar restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animazl, or ¢liminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Leyx Than Significant Impact. As previously mentioned, the project site is currently developed as
an oil tank storage farm adjacent to two eleciricity generating stations. A this time, there are no
known candidate, sensitive, or special status species ihabiting the site. The FIR will incorporate the
analysis, findings, and mitigation measures formmlated in the biological survey being prepared for the
project site. Please refor to responses IVa—d above for additional discussion of possible impacts to
biclopical resources and Va—d for additional discussion of possible impacts (o cultural resources.

b} Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
{*Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects,}

Potentially Significant Inpact. The project site is located within an area of planned development.
The proposed project may incrementally contribute to cumulative environmental impacts in the
surrgunding area. For each of the issnes to be addressed in the EIR, an analysis of the potential for
cumulative ympacts to resplt will be provided. Mitigation measures to reduce any identificd
significant cumulative impacts will be provided, i necessary.

€) Docs the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, cither direcily or indirectly?

Potentially Significant Impact. As noted in the Air Quality section of this document, the proposed
project site i in the South Coast Alr Quality Basin, which is 2 nopattainment area for three of six
criteria pollutants {PM,q, carbon monoxide, and ozone}. Because the Basin is 2 nonattainment arca,
construction and accupation/use of the proposed project may contribute to a delay in the ultimate
attainment of regional air quality levels established by State and federal standards. Additionally, it
may not be possible to reduee overall air quality impacts, and their effect on humnan beings, to below
a level of significance.

The proposed praject’s contribmtion to cumulative impacts will be addresscd i the BIR. The EIR will
also address the potential for the proposed project to have a substantial environmentai effect on
human beings. Mitigation will he incorporated where possibie to reduce potemtial environmentally
adverse impacts to less than significant impacts,
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MEMORANDUM

DATE April 28, 2084

o, Project File

FROM, Lisa Williams

SUBJECT, Long Beach Home Depot Scoping Meeting

The Notice of Preparation for the proposed Long Beach Home Dzpot project was distributed for

public review by the City of Long Beach on March 18, 2004, The following toxt briefly summarizes
the verbal comments provided at the Scoping Mesting held on April 7, 2004, at Kettering Elementary
School. :

Traffic and Cirenlation

The EIR should address the potentiai for vehicies from the project site to cut through adjacent

neighborhoods and the ways 1o provent this from happoning,

The EIR should address the type of traffic that wili be associated with the propesed project
including trucks, delivery trucks, and patrons® vehicles.

The EIR should identify and analyze tmrek roates for construction and futere delivery traffic.

The EIR. should note the existing traffic issues on Loynes including the deteriorated condition of
the roadway.

The EIR should evaluate safety hazards associated with increased traffic from the project site a5 it
relates to children and schools in the area.

The EIR. should provide and analyze the impaci of ihe hours of operation and potentiai debivery
schedules of the proposed project on traffic,

The EIR shonld provide an cstimate of the aumber of customers, traffic counts, and the number of
times parking spots will ture over in a day.

The EIR should address the impacts of the extension of Studebaker through the Los Cerritos
Wetlands, [Mote: This is not part of the project. It is not a proposed or planned project in the City
of Long Beach.]

The EIR shoold address short-tertn impacts 10 Loynes resulting from construction of the proposed
project and the sewer line extension.

The physical impact of increased traffic (especially truck traffic) on already deteriorated roads
should be analyred.
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Aesthetics

« The EIR shouid address the aesthetic impact of the project on the scente vista represented by the
Logs Cerritos Wetlands. [Note: The characterization of the Los Cerritos Wetlands as a designated
scenic vista is incorrect.]

= Impacts related to the variance from the 30 percent open space requircment should be addressed.

« The EIR should analyze potential impacts on surrounding homes from light and giare emanating
from the project site.

Air Quality
+ The EIR should address odors associated with the sewape system and holding tank.
»  The EIR should include an analysis on the potential air quality impacts of the proposed project.

Biclogical Impacts

« The EIR should address biological impacts of the proposed project on the Los Cetritos Wetlands,
imciuding impacts to marine and wetlands species.

+ The EIR should address potential impacts of the proposed projest on the Los Cernitos Channel
and the San Gabricl River,

= The EIR shouid address impacts to avian species at the Los Cerritos Wetlands,

(Geology and Soils

= The EIR should evaluate the possibie geotechnical issucs related to putting the project on
“landfiil.”

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

+ The EIR should consider healkth dsks associated with proximity to the tanks that will remain/be
located adjacent to the parking arca.

« The EIR should include mitigation for possible soil contamination from petroleutn products
associated with the storage tanks.

+ The EIR should address safety issues related to proximity of the project sitc to power plants.

Noise

+  The EIR should address noise impacts to surrounding homes including noise from the loading
dock and staff paging.

+ The EIR should consider the usc of sound walls to mitigate roise impacts to surrounding homes.
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Land Use and Planning

Consistency with the Soulheast Area Development and Improvement Pian {SEADIP) should be
addressed. Specifically, the EIR should address specific plan goals related to wetlands and water
resources in lhe City of Long Beach,

The EIR should address impacts on surrounding communities inchuding the City of Seal Beach.
The EIR should consider whether the project is an example of spot zoning/planning,

Public Services and Utilities

The EIR should address design of the sewage system and impacts on neighborhoods {inciuding
odors) during construction of the system and after it is operational.

The EIR should address impacts to the existing sewer system.

The EIR shouid address potential impacits on nearby schools {incleding increased traffic and
safely concerns).

The EIR should address the potential increase in erime associated with implementation and
operation of the proposed project.

Water Quality

The EIR should address potential water quality impacts from runoff from the project site.

Alternatives

The EIR should consider a public park on the project site.
The EIR should consider an alternative project site, Tike the Boeing site, for the proposed project.

Other

-

AR MP MBI PMOEP & Checsticrnairesisooping motling summany,docs

The EIR should address the impact of the proposed project on nearky home values.

The EIR should provide a history of the project.

The EIR should address impacts to the Quality of Life of residents from increased traffic, noise,
poilution, congestion on lecal freeways, and decreased air quality from dicsel trucks.

The project proponents were urged to reconsider the project because existing commercial
businesses in the area are going out of business.

The TIR should consider the growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project. Will the project
encowrage the redevelopment of other properties in the area including the Los Cerritos Wetlands?

The EIR should provide a list of tenants or potential tenants for the project site.
The EIR should address the project’s proxamity 10 existing Home Depots.
The Cumulative Impact Anaivsis should include Boeing as 2 planned/future project.



HD-LB COMMENTS 4-7-04

Jania Dahl

*  Against: can do betler than HD for the site
« Loynes Drive: tralfic, harmful to homes; consider over teaming up
+  Wetlands: save—mneed more 05

«  homeowners not notified

Dan (¥ Connor

» cozy relationships berween City and developer

= all work done already; the project is a done deal

John

+ - Home closest to HD
+  Who's Pacific Retail Partners; represents HD; holding Company—Studebaker [.4d, LLC
» Inglewcod beat Wal-Mart

Dave Bates: Isiand Yiilage HOA

=  Vote to oppose

= Loading dock facing homes: noise and constant paging from future garden center

« EIR should address comulative impact of Boeing conversion to a now use; traffic on streets
= Light and glare: to HOA; nced to contain

+  Parking space: how many times will spaces tum over

= Who makes final decision; CUP, variance; from 30 percent OS; w/BIR PC to decide uniess
appeaied

« Concern over 24-hoor B

»  Concern gver too many HDs
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Stacy

+  Traffic: trucks on 7th Street

»  illegals looking for work

Walter Schmidt

+  concerh over being a donc deal
«  When did project start; who did HD see; contact
+ Concern over HD paying for EIR; confiict

+ Traffic on Vista issues

Timt Vansquary

+  Project is bigger fhan national average size of HDD; mote trucks worsen guality of taffic; need to
cxamine
+ Lowe's nearby already

+ Mo cnhancement of home values

Ann Cantrell: Los Cerritos Wetlands rep.

= Aecsthetics: concem over “no impact™ checked on IS
+ Sewage capacity: holding tank; pipe along Loynes Drive bridge; pumping odor; necd (6 mitigate
+ Bio aspecis: light, traffic, noise; affect prime wetlands

CJ Henson: neighbor

+  Wetlands: vernal pool for life in the ocean

Lencre Pruitt: the whole community

» Traffic, roise, parking, freeway: impacts

+  Diesel trucks: too many more

» Bocing-PacCenter: build HD at Boeing, bring homes to this site

+ Restavrants can’t stay in business in this area; don’t need a restaurant here

+ Land{ill under oynes: can’t improve street
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Pamela Beiber:

» neighborhood dangerous for kids to ride bikes
= Traffic on Tth street: Sat.; freeway to PCH:

«  Strangers coming to aeighborhood

Mary Diego

+  Traffic: hit and run of child; near; witnessed; kids can't ride bikes in neighborhood—too much
traffic

Diana Fisk

« Don’t want change in community

«  Airand noise issues

+ Civtter and traffic

= Dow’t want HD; What can HD do for community?

Mary Carso: Los Cemitos Wetlands

+  Wildlife-wetlands: noise, traffic, and plare
« Important bird area and wildlife area

+  Relationship of wetfands and river from El Dorado Park

Scott Dauscher

» Didn’t know about project
= Kids riding bikes: accidents caused by traffic
= Concern over EIR mbberstamp; City needs to do own EIR

Gary Klein

= Sewer plan; concern over sewer backing up

= Hazmat: how do yon mitigate and when; concemn over kids near by
Len Sates

= Dirty politics; no City Covacil member here
= Air poliution from harbor boats; breathe in polivtion from boals

= Ajr and water pollution concemn
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Ben Goldberg: Park Estates HOA

=  Stop traffic on Silvera

= Crime impact from project

= Did not got notified

= Traffic: negative impacts

= Public should come to a project meeting on 4-19

=  Arca hag (00 many restavrants

Jerry Trent: 5B resident

« neighborhood ingress concerns

Tina Craig: Isiand Viilage

= prowth mducement of project

Debbie Margolis: Bixby Viliage

=  Truck delivery; overnight; beyond 106 opening of store timeframe

= Want something else there, concern over selling parcel for a gas station etc.; think of what can he
developed instead of HD
Cynthiz Stukes

+ 0o notice of meeting

Melinda Cotton: Belmoni Shores

=  Land use and transportation for LB; concern over spot zoning; need integrated plan for ail
potential land uses and transportation

Joan MeGrannem: University Park Estates

+  Presentation by HD lacking: customers, traffic doliars for store, who controls tenants: nced more
detajl

+  Want background studies for checklisi; aesthetics; variances; not fess than significant impacts

= Odors at ond of sewer pomp line; odor from man holes

+  Traffic: need comprehensive plan; master plan; no piecemeal
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«  Wants answers to questions; come back with answers

Lisz Rinalda

+  Traffic, wetlands, air polivtion, noise and impact on all area vses

Ann Dennison

+ Traffic
»  Environment; what are we leaving for kids
» Impact on Los Cerritos Wetlands

= Concern over exterior of Stedehaker across wetlands

Jim Myrtle

+  No major development needed

Sonia Publishcheck

» Traffic, PCH; wait for lighis

»  Earthquake: hoiding tanks above; can cause sewer break

Andy Schuka

+ Independent study for EIR needed; can't use study paid for by HD

Steve

« Traffic

+  Property to be used for something; hazmat; is there a special study for clean up to house a
restaurant

»  Fuel tank in middie of parking lot
= Power plams; economic impact loss of power plant if blown vp by terrorists

= Road sinkagc by trucks
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Birector
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research \ﬂ ]

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Amald
Schwarzenegper
Govemor

Notice of Preparation

March 18, 2004

To: Reviewing Apencics

Re: Long Beach Home Depot
SCH# 2004031093

Attached for your review and comument is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Long Beach Home Depot draft
Envirournental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and comtent of the NOP, focusing on specHic
mformation related to their own staftory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Auvency,
This 15 2 courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for vou 0 conmuent in a fimely
manney, We cncourape oiher spencies 10 also vespond to this notice and expruss their concerns ¢arly in the
envivonmental review process,

Please dircel your commends 1o

Angeln Reynolds

City of Long Beach
- 333 West Oeean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

with 2 copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research, Please refer to the SCH number
noted above i all correspondence conceming this praject.

i you have any questtons about the covironmenta! docwnent review process, please cail the State Clearinghouse at
{316} 445-0813.

" Sincerely,
7 sacatt Mmg,;[

Associate Planner, Siawe Clearinghouse

Antachments
ve: Dead Avency

1400 TENTH STREET F.O. BOX 3044 SACR&MENTD, CALIFORNLA 952125044
(916M48-0613 FAK(916)322-3018 VWO DT A, E0Y

83.31.2004 16:56



Document Betails Raport
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCHY 20044031092
Prgject Title  Long Beach Home Depot
Lead Agency  Long Beach, City of
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description  The proposed project i5 3 mixed vse retail-commercial develepmeant 1o be anchored by 3 Home Depol.
The project includes 191,529 square feet of commercial space including a 104 336 square foot Home
Depol store 34,543 square foal garden center, 3 7,000 square foot sit down restaorant with an
appreamately 2,050 square ool outdoor eating ares; and 43,000 sguare feel of olher uses, A total of
818 parking speces are propased for the development consislent with City of Long Beach Zoning Code
rEquIrgments.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Angela Reynolds
Agancy  City of Long Beach
FPhone 562-570-6357 Fax
emaif
Address 333 West Ocean Boulevard, 5th Flnor
CHy Long Beach Siate CA Zip 90802
Project Location
County Los Angslas
City  Long Beach
Region
Cross Steeets 400 Studebaker Rd, (near intersection of Loynes)
Pareal No,
Townghip Range Scction Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports

Raflways

Walerways  Los Cernitas Channel

Schools

Lard Use  PO-1IG Zone

Froject issues  Asstheuc!isual; Ar Quaiily, Biofogical Resources; Geoingic/Seismic; Toxic'Hazardous, Noise;
TFraffic/Circulation; Poblic Sarvices; Olher Issues

Reviewing Resources Agency; Californta Coastal Commission; Department of Conservation; Detatment of Parks

Agencies  gnd Recreation: Departiment of Water Resources; Depariment of Fish and Game, Region 5; Malive

American Heritage Commission; State Lands Commission; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; Caltrans,
Cistrict 7, Regional Water Guality Control Beard, Region 4

Date Recefved

03N E2004 Start of Reviewy 03M8/2004 End of Revipw Q47182004

Mot Blanks in data fislds resull frem inswlficient informalion provided by laad agency.

Ba.31. 2004 16:56
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April 14, 2004

Angela Revnolds, Enviromnenial Planming Officer
City of Long Beach

Department of Planming aind Buildmg, 7th Floor
333 W, Ocean Boulevard

Leong Beach, CA Q0802

SUBIECT: City of Seal Beach Comments re: Notice of Preparation of
DPraft EIR — “Long Beach Home Depot™

Dear Ms, Reynolds:

The City of Scal Beach has revicwed the above referenced Notice of Preparation and
has several gencral comments and observations relative Lo the docwment, whach arc sot forth
below.

The Ciy of Seal Beach 1s concemed that the documcent, particularly
Transportation/Irallic, appear to focus only on Long Beach, and does not appear to propose
1o fuily consider and cvaluate potential impacts to the Cily of Seal Beach, which is
immediately adjacent. The Ciny’'s position is that mpacls in the below mentioned areas of
concern will not stop at a cowity boundary line, but may, and probably will, extend into our
comanmity as well, The City of Scal Beach, in particular, would scem to be in a position to
cipericuce  impacts  Bom  the  proposed  project, particularly in the arca of
“Transportanon/Tralfic™.

Provided below are cur concenis regarding the information and discussion within specificd
sections of the NOP:

BISCUSSION OF CHECKLIST RESPONSES
[tem IIT. AIR QUALITY:
Item lle  Result in o cusndatively considerable net iorease of any oriteria
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an upplicable federal

o stcte ambient air guality standord (incfuding releqgsing entissions which exceed
guantitaiive thresholds for vzone property)?

S By of Long Beack CEQA ong Brach Fonne Depot Propect ROP B0 B Commcenn Leter doc LW 04-14-03



City of Seal Beach Envirommentod Quality Confrod Board
Comeent Letier re: NMotice of Preparation —

Lorg Beach Home Depoe Profect

Aprit 14, 2004

Concern of the City of Seal Beach:

The Cily feels that response i1s proper, but regquests thal clear analysis be
conducted which shows the potential affects of fugitive dust emvssions as a result
of the construction process, and what mutigation will be employed to reduce those
impacts to a level of non-significance.

Itemn IV, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:

Itemn 1V.b — Have o substantial adverse impuct on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natral community ideniified by local, or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the Califorsia Department of Fish and Game or /.S, Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Concern of the City of Seal Beach:

The Environmental Evaluation Checklist indicates “less than significant impact™,
The City feels thail response is improper, given the potentiai for the presence of
wetland indicator species that may exist on the site or along the adjoining levees,
parlicularly since a bioiogical evaluation and wetland delineation have not boen
completed at this time, There may be biological resources and/or wetland areas thai
are subject fo policics and regnlations of the California Department of Fish and
(ame, the US. Fish and Wildife Service, or the Coastal Commission that couid be
mnpacied and which wouid require development of either avoildance or mitigation
INEASUTES.

Thesc concems are especially pertinent to the proposed usc of a sewer force main
that is proposed to be consiructed from the project site to an existing §-inch main on
Vista Street that mcludes 4-inch sewer line mounted under the Loynes Street bridgc.
This bndge 15 directly above the Los Cerritos Channgl which flows into Marine
Stadon, Long Beach Marina, Alamitos Bay, and eventually the Pacific Ocean. A
sewer leak of the proposcd under bridge instailation could have significant impacis
1o the marine life that utilizes these imporkant coastal watcrs, and to the citizens of
Long Beach and Seal Beach that enjoy these highly utilized coastal recreafion
FES0UCES.

The Draft EIR should include defailed discussion of the biological/wetland resources
that may be impacted not only on the prgject site but those that may be impacied in
the downsteamn open watcr resources of Los Cerites Channcl, Marine Stadium,
Long Beach Marina, Alamitos Bay, and the Pacific Ocean; a deterrmuination of the
significance of the impact; and proposed avoidance andfor mitipation measures to
reduce identilied impacts to a less than sigmificant ievel,

Item V. CULTURAIL RESOQURCES:

[}

l.omg Feach Elore Tepal Project NOP EQCB Cormment Lever



City of Seal Beach Envirgnmental Quality Coutred Board
Camment Letler re: Notfee of Preparation -

Long Beach Home Depot Project

Aprif 14, 2004

Item IV .d — Lispurh any foonar resains, including those inferved owntside of formal
cemeteries?

Concern of the City of Seal Beach:

The Environmental Evaluation Checklist indicates “Potentially Signilicant Impact
Unless Mitigation Incorporated”. The City feels that response is proper, but have
a concernt that the discussion {or this itcm indicates thal “Precautionary
mitigation may be included in the EIR to address any potential impacts related
o upknown remains thal mighi be uncovered during grading activitics.”
(Emphasis added). The response leaves an unclear position of the City of l.ong
Beach; will you impose mitigation measurcs e require on-site archacological and
Native American monitoring during grading activities to detennine if ity cultural
resources, including human remains will be impacted due to project grading
activities?  This issuc should be fully addressed with appropriate mitigation
mecasures sct forth telative to project grading monitoring activities, actions if
cultural resources or humian remains are discovered, and sensitive treatment if
huinan remaing are discovered.

Item VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:

em VILb - Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment thiough
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Concern of the City of Seal Beach:

The City fecls that the response is proper, but bas a concern that there is no
discussion regarding the disposal of the 36 inches of settled sludge collected from
the bollom of all four storage tanks, which resides in Tank 4. The NOP does
addrcss the removal of soils conlaminated with substances determined to be at
hazardous concentrations but dees not address the removal of the hazardous waste
contagincd in Tank 4. The TIR should zddress the impact of and mitigation
measures Lo control any contamination of tihe San Gabriel River, College Park
Wesl, and Leiswre World Seal Beach.

Item VII. ITAZARDS AND HAZARDOQUS MATERIALS:
Item VILd - Be located on a site which Is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled purswant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and us « Fesidl,

wonld it ereate a significant hazard 1o the public or the exvironment?

Concern of ihe City of Seal Beach:

Lang Bach Home Depot Praject S0P FCE Comrzal Lener



Ciey af Seal Beach Envirenmenal Quality Contral Board
Corment Letter ve: Wotice of Preparatton

Leng Beach Hame Depor Project

Aprif 14, 2004

The City feels that response is proper, but has a concern that the discussion
indicales that rmitigation measires will be proposed, if necessary, to “reduce
potential impacis to the exient feasible.” The concern is regarding the definition
of a “feasible mitigation measure™ and the public detenmination process, ov lack
thercof, as to how that decision may be reached as to what “exent is Sfeasibie”.
We would anticipate that any adverse envirommental conditions that are
encountered based on a new Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, or any
subsequent  environmental  site  assessments  that may result from  the
recormmnendations of the Phase T Site Assessment, will be carried out in 3 manner
to redice adverse exposures to humans 1o a level of insignificance.

Item VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:

Ttem VILg — hupair implementation of or physically interfere with on adopted
emeargency response plan or emergency evacuation plan’®

Congern of the City of Seal Beach:

The City feels that the response is improper. The issue of increased exposure to
existing major electric generating power plants should be evaluated and
appropriate sceurity measwres should be identified and implemented to provide an
adequate level of site protection of the surrounding highly importan( power plant
facilitics. This is particularly important given the proposed development will be
impacted by the retention of the Pacific Enerpy distribution {acilities, which arc
accessible on three sides with public parking dots that arc to be provided for the
proposed project. Facilities that have previously been clearly separate from any
public facilitics, such as a shopping center, will now be exposed (o public access
for many hours a day, and by many persons, and thosc security concemns nced fo
be evaluated, and appropriate miligation measures imposed 0 cnsure the SCCurity
of these facilities.

[temn VIII, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:
ltem ViilLa -VFiofate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Concern of the City of Scal Beach:

The Cily feels that response is proper, but has a concern that the discussion
indicaies that mitigation measures will be proposed, if necessary, 1o “minimize to
the exten: feasible potential impacis™ The concern is regarding the definition of a
“feasible mitigation measure” and the public determination process, or lack
thereof, as to how that decision may be reached as 1o what “extens is SJeasible”,
We wouid anticipate that any adversc waler quality or waste discharge Impacls
will be camed out in a manner to reduce adversc impacis to a level of

4

Long Bunoly Harmee Depot Propeer SO BOCE Comcrent Letier



City of Seafl Beach Environmental Cuality Camtrol Board
Comment Letter ve: Notice of Prepavation -

Long Begel Home Depot Praoject

April 14, 24

insignificance and in accordance with ali applicable water quality and wasle
discharge requirements and pennit conditions.

Iten: XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

The NOP indicates the DEIR will evaiuate the waffic report 10 deteming the
project’s Impact on surrounding roadways.

Concern of the City of Seal Beach:

The City requests the fraffic analysis impacts include these intersections within (he
City of Scal Beach which are impacted in accordance with the County of Qrange
Growth Management standards, which utilizes 1,700 vehicles per howr for lanc
capacity and a clearance interval of 0.05.

The umpacts of all other cumulative projects within the project vicimty i the City of
Long Beach should be thoroughly addressed. The impacts of the increased traffic
from all appropriate projeets in the City of Long Beach, along with those projects in
the City of Seal Becach, inchuding the previously approved Bocing Inlegrated
Defense Systems Specific Plan, along with cumulalive traffic mpacts of regional
frip increases should be thoroughly amalyzed and proposed mitigalion mcasures
clearly set forth to resolve thosc problems.

The DEIR must also address potential impacts from truck routes to and from the site.
These impacts are both construction related, and the proposed hazardous mateoals
removal addressed previously in this letter. The most appropriate route should be
along Studebaker to and from the freeway, and should per be through the City of
Scal Beach along Westminsler Avenue. The DEIR shouid be specific about the
proposed route, and the impacts associated with this (ype of traffic,

The DEIR will not be adequatc without discussion of the cumulative cffects of
traffic impacts on Pacific Coast Highway, the [-405 Freeway, Westminstcr Avenue,
7" Street, and Studehaker Road af the Counly boundary linc, and as far distance
from the County boundary line as is appropeiate given the crileria set forth in the
first paragraph of this commeni. We wish to emphasize that vehicular access to the
College Park West neighborhood in Seal Beach is through Studebaker Road and 7
Street. In addition, the reduced lane capacity of the Marina Dirive Brdge should be
reflected 1m the traffic analysis.

The City of Seal Beach has pieviously provided to your office a copy of the Traffic
Study [or the Bocing Integrated Defensc Systems (“BIDS") Specific Plan, preparcd
by Linscott Law & Gieenspan (“L1.&G™), dated December 13, 2002 a5 a teclmical
appendex to the BIDS Specific Plan Dralt Fravironimenial Impact Repoit. I vou
require an additional copy of this document, please contact the Department of
Development Services,

3
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Cigy of Seal Beach Environmental Qualtty Contred Board
Comment Letler re: Notice of Preparation —

Long Beach Home Depat Project

Aprif {4, 2008

Please be aware that the BIDS Specific Plan traffic impact analysis included a
discussion of “Projcct-Related Fair Share Contribution” on pages 74 and 75 which
discussed the net traffic impacts of the BIDS project 1o the intersections of Pacific
Coast Highway/Weslminsler Avenuc/Second Strect and Weshninster Avenue and
Studebaker Road. A “farr-share™ calcuiation was preparcd and a “fair share™ dollar
coniribution to the City of Long Beach was identified. M. Jerry Glivera of the City
ol Long Beach spoke at the May 21, 2003 Planning Cominission public hearing on
the BIDS Specific Plan CIR, and indicated that the proposed mitigation was
inadeguate and thai {he identified fees may not be sufficicot to cover the costs of (he
identified improvements, espectally if right-ol-way is required.

The City of Scal Beach requests that Long Beach provide a detailed traffic impact
“fair sharc” calculation of all identified project- and cumulative projecls impacis o
the identified intersections.  Such calculations to inchide the following major cost
categorics, mcluding the appropriate cost assumptions, as identified in the LL&G
traffic analysis for the BIDS Specific Plan EIR:

Bescription of Improvement

Area of Improvemcat

Cost per square foot of street widening

Number of signal comers

Constirction Cost estimate

Construction Cost Estimate with 25% Confingency
Cost of Right-o[“Way

Construction Cost with Righi-of-Way Acguisition
Project Fair Share Perceni

ocoodppooCn

The above “[aiv share” caleulation shall be prepared for the Home Depot project, the
BIDS Specific Plan Project in Seal Beach, and for any other City of Long Beach or
identified comulative projects that are identified in the traific analysis as having a
significant imnpact al the subjcet intersections.

The Lovironmental Quality Control Board considered and discussed the NOP
document on Apnl 14, 2004, and authorized the Chairman (o sigin this Ictter, representing,
the official comments of the City of Seal Beach.

Thank you for your consideration of the comments of the Cily of Seal Beach., Plcase
do not hesilate to contact Mr, Lee Whillenberp, Director of Development Secrvices, Cily
Hall, 211 Eighth Street, Seal Beach, 90740, telephone {562} 431-2527, extension 313, i you
have any questions rcpardimg this matter. In addition, please provide four {4} copies of the
Draft EIR on this project to Mr, Whittenberg, so the City can have a copy availabie at Cily
Hail and at each library willin the City available for public review dunng the public
comment period,

6
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iy of Seal Beach Enviranmental Quality Cotral Board
Conrment Latter re: Notice of Preparation -

Lang Beaclt Home Depoe Profect

Aol 14, 204

Sincerely,

Jmh

Chairman, Environmental Quality Control Board
Cily of Seal Beach

Dristoibulion:

seal Beach City Council

Seal Beach Planning Commission

Seal Beach Environmental Quality Control Board

City Manaper Director of Development Services

7
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’ GREATER LOS ANGELES COUNTY
VECTOR CONTROL DISTRICT

12545 Florente Avenue, Sama Fe Springs, CA 90670
Offtee (F02) 944-5656 Fox {S62) 444-7974
Email- glacvecioniimeeieem  Wabsite: www.glacved.org

PRESIDENT RHSTRICT MANALER
fir. Hazel Wallace, Signal f7if Jack Hazelvige, Fh D
YICE PRESIDENT

Joseph Esguivel, Lakeweod
SECRETARY-TR EASUERER

Jim Remington, Lo Habrg Heimhis .
April 7, 2084

ARTESEA
Farlly Fluwers
BELL Angela Revnolds
gy gy Mrodat Environimental Planming Offteer
Hay if—ﬂgb“s City of Long Beach
Hanira Marates Depadment of Planning and Building, 7 Floor
f“g‘?ﬂm‘ 333 West Qcean Boulevard
CAREDN Long Beach, CA 90802
Kay Cafes
CERRITOS Y.
Alex H, Beanem Dear Ms. Reyvnolds: AR
COMMERCE o .
Huga Argumedo
cmmi . Thank you for the opportumt}' 1o rcspcmd g the NOP regardmg the proposed projest to
gy iy
DEAMOND BAR develop a 16.47«cre located at 400 Studebaker Road: Unidér Section VI {Hydrology
Dﬁ‘;‘&ﬂ' MacBrids and Water Quality} of the NOP, our concerns are vector pmhl::ms that may arisc rom
Sferedith B, Perdins the Usc.of Best. Management Practices {BMP) devices implemented from
CARDEA dord recomiticidations within a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWEPE) as
GLENDALE requ;rcd b}' the. Slandard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan {SUSMP} some of these
T CARIYENS devices are not sulted for preventing vectors and, in fact, can create sertous public
Beney J. Sehule ] hea]_th ﬂmsaﬂc&s* s =1 --_‘ -
HUNTINGTON PARK
Edwnard Sscarens : .
"S"m"'“f;"‘.“”‘ Section 2[!()2{]) o‘f ﬁw SiatQHcallh and Safety Code (SHEC), for purposes of vector
an Tripp
LORG BEACH control and preven‘tmn defiiiés a public nuisance and §2060 enables the District to
G abate a publit nulsanca piFsuiant to “the person... who conirols the diversion, delivery,
Rose Buseiplio conveyance, of TloW, E:—f water shall be responsible for the abatement of a public
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
Rabert T Lomeer nuisance that is causéd by, or as a résult of, {hat pmpt:rt_v OF. the drversion, delivery,
LYNWOOR COMVEYAnce, of mnim] of that water.” _ .
Marip Yorcoe Eantifian PR et
MEAYWOOD BT
b The EIR should addréés the vector issuc and clabordfe that the use of BMP devices
Navina Lope-Reid should be of a type (manufacture):and ingintained througheout 1he life of the project as
"gf;':,;::_y not 1o cause veotor (public nuisance} problems, particularly mosquitoes, as defined in
FPARAMOUNT the SHS(.
Henry Havkama
PICO REVERA
E.d. "Pere” fumirex ‘Thank you for your attention 1o this ietter. If you have any questions, pleasc conlact
SAN FERNANDO . ) ,
B 1§ Tompse e, Mike Shaw, or Minoo Madon at 562.944.9656 or cmail me at
SAN MARING i e eriEi .
o e o jhazelrigafielacved. org.
SANTA CLARITA
Samiva B Henls

SANTA FE SPRINGS RGS]}QCIFU]]}",

Af Costitie
SOETH EL MONTE
Laoule Agurimtia
SOUTH GATE
Maria vl
WHITTIER
Chien Maweamier

Jack Hazclrigg, P
Dristrict Manager
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrch Lives Through Effective snd Caring Sonvice”

HH EOLTH FREMONT AVERUE
ALHAMBEA, CALIFOWXIA 91863-1331

FAWIES A, NMOYES, Director Telephore. (G26) <58-5100
s Jadipw o ADDRESS AlL COREESPONDENCE TO:
B0 DX 160
ALHAMI!RJ\, CALTFORNLA H1502- 146D
April 28, 2004 IN BEPLY PLEASE

REFER T FiLE: WM_4

Kz, Angele Reaynolds

Environmental Planning Officer

City of Lohg Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard, 7ih Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
LONG BEACH HOME BEPOT

CITY OF LONG BEACH

Thank you for the opportunily to provide comments on the subject document The
proposed project consists of a 191,500 square-foot retail center. The project will include
a 139,500 square-foot home improvement store, a 7,000 square-foot restaurant, and
45,000 square feet of other general retail space. The project site is located at 400
Studebaker Road in the City of Long Beach. We have reviewed the submittal and offer
the following comiments:

Environmenial Programs

As projected in the Los Angeles County Countywide Siting Element, which was
approved in late 1997 by a majority of the cities in the County of Los Angeles with a
majority of the population and by the County Board of Supervisors in January 1998, a
shorttall in permitied daily landfill capacity may be experienced in the County within the
next few years. The construction andfor predevelopment activities associated with the
proposed project and the postdevelopment operation over the life of the proposed
profect wili iIncrease the generafion of solid waste and may negatively impact the solid
waste management infrastructure in the County. Therefore, the proposed
environmental document must identify what measures the preject proponent plans o
implement {0 mitigate the impact, Otheiwise, the cumulative impact of solid waste
generation from individual projects will negatively impact the solid waste management
infrastructure in the County. Mitigation measures may include, but are not limited fo,
implementation of waste reduction and recycling programs to divert the solid waste,
including construction and demolition waste and excavated material, from the landfills.



Ms. Angela Reynolds
April 28, 2004
Fage 2

The Caifornia Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991, as amended,
requires each development project fo provide an adequate storage area for collection
and removal of recyciable maierials. The environmental document should
include/discuss standards to provide adequate recyclable siorage areas for
collection/storage of recyclable and green waste materials for this project.

It you have any questions, please contact Mr. Russell Bukoff at (626) 458-2186.

Geotechnical and Materials Engineering

The Environmental Impact Report shall address the geotechnical issues identified in the
document.

Description of the project and the associated grading, i.e., existing and proposed
grades, efc., must be shown on a topographic map. Also all geotechnical hazards must
be identified, and any mitigation measures discussed in detail. The reguested
information shall be included in the aporopriate documents, as requested by others.

The project is located within a mapped potentially liquefiable area, per the State of
California Seismic Hazard Zone Map, Los Alamitos Quadrangle. However, a
liquefaction analysis is not warranted at this time. Detailed liquefaction analyses,
conforming to the requirements of the State of California Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 117, must be conducted at the tentative map andfor grading/building
plan stages.

I you have any questions, please contact Mr. Amir Alam at (626} 458-4972.

Land Development

Hydrology and Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) Review

During the Draft Environmental impact Report stage, a drainage concept/SUSMP report
will be required to assess and mitigate drainage and SUSMP impacts. The analysis
should address increases in runoff, any change in drainage patierns, treatment method
proposed for SUSMP regulations, and the capacity of storm drain facilities (Los Cerritos
Channel).

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Timothy Chen at (626) 458-4921.



Ms. Angela Reynoids
April 28, 2004
Page 3

Transportation Planning

The proposed project will not have any significant impacts on County of Los Angeles
Highways.

i youi havz z2ny questions, please contact Mr, Hubert Satn 2t /18281 4584340,

Traffic and Lighting

The project will not have any significant impact to County and County/city roadways in
the area. No further information is required.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Michelle Melonakis of our Trafiic Studies
Section at {626} 300-4741.

Watershed Management

The proposed project should include investigation of watershed management
opportunities to maximize capture of local rainfall on the project site, eliminate
incremental increase in flows to the storm drain system, and provide filtering of flows to
capture contaminants originating from the project site.

San Gabriel River Watershed

This development will likely be subject to the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation
Plan {SUSMP} requirements from the Regional Water Quality Contro! Board. The intent
of SLISMP reguiations is to freat stormwater runoff from new developments to reduce
pollutant loadings in the watershed. The developer may wish to consider multiuse
mitigation measures such as a grass swale or wetland as opposed to single-use
measures such as an underground water freatment structure. A multiuse measure such
as a grass swale can mest the SUSMP reguirements and also enhance the aesthetic
and recreational characteristics of the community.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Glenn Howe at (626) 458-5963,



Ms. Angela Reynolds
April 28, 2004
Page 4

If you have any questions regarding the above comments or the environmental review
process of Public Works, please contact Ms. Massie Munroe at {626) 458-4350,

Very truly yours,

JAMES A NOYTS
Cirector of Public Works

s

D H. KUBOM
Azsistant Ceputy Director
Watershed Management Division

Mb:ro
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STATE OF CALIFORMIA

April 6, 2004

Ms. Angela Reynolds — Environmental Planning Officer
City of Long Beach

Depariment of Planning and Building, 7™ Floor

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, California 90802

Subject: Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Long Beach Home Depot

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

The Department of Conservation's {Cepartment) Division of Oll, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources (Division) has reviewed the above referenced
project. The Division supervises the drilling, maintenance, and plugging
and abandonment of oil, gas, and geothermal wells in California.

The proposed project is located within the administrative boundaries of
the Seal Beach oil field. There are no ¢il, gas, or injection wells within the
boundaries of the praject. However, if excavation or grading operations
uncovers a previously unrecorded well, the Division district office in
Cypress must be netified, as the discovery of any unrecorded well may
require remedial operations.

To ensure proper review of building projects, the Division has published
an informational packet entitied, "Construction Project Site Review and
Well Abandonment Procedure” that outlines the information a project
developer must submit to the Division for review. Developers should
contact the Division's Cypress district office for a copy of the site-review
packet. The local planning department should verify that final building
olans have undergone Division review prior to the start of construction.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Netice of Intent to
Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report. If you have questions on
our comments, or require technical assistance or information, please call
me at the Cypress district office: 5816 Corporate Avenue, Suite 200,
Cypress, CA 80830-4731; phone {714) 816-6847.

Sincerely,

it

Faul Frost
Associate Qil & Gas Enqgineer



United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Beoloeical Sepvices
{Clarlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
600 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, Coliforaia 92009

In Reply Refer To;

FWS-LA-3967.1 APR 2 6 7004

Ms. Angcla Reynolds

Environmental Planning Officer, City of Long Beach
333 West Ocean Boulevard, 7" Floor

Long Beach, CA 96802

Re:  Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Long Beach Home Depot, City of Long Beach, California

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

The U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the sbove-rcferenced Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Long Beach Home
Depot project in the City of Long Beach {(City), California. This NOP was received on March 25,
2004. The project proposal includes the development of 3 Home Depot, a sit-down restaurant, and
various other retail uses on approximately 16.47 acres, The subject site 15 located at 400
Studebaker Road at the intersection of Studebaker and Loynes Drive. Intake channcis from the Los
Cerritos Channel surround the project site to the north and south. The project site is bordered by
Studebaker Road to the west and the San Gabricl River channel to the east.

We offer the following comments and rccommendations regarding project-associated biological
inpacts based on our review of the NOP and our kaowledge of declining habitat types and species
within Los Angeles Counly. We provide these comments in kecping with our agency's mission to
work "with others to conscrve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitais for
the continuing benefit of the American people.” Specifically, we administer the Endangered
Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended. We also provide comments on public notices issued for a
Federal permit or license affecting the Nation's waters pursuant o the Clean Watcr Act.

To facilitate the cvaluation of the proposed project from the standpoint of fish and wildlife
protection, we request that the EIR contain the foliowing specific information:

L. A description of the environment in the vicinity of the project from both a local and
regional perspeetive, including an aerial photograph of the area with the project site
gutlined,

2. A complete description of the purpose and necd for the project and cach of its alternatives.

3. A completc description of the proposed project, including the limits of development,

grading, and fuel modification zones.

TAKE PRIDE
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Ms. Angela Reynolds (FWS-LA-3967.1) 2

4,

Quantitative and qualitative asscssments of the biological resources and habitat types that
will be impacied by the proposed project and its alicraatives. An assessment of direct,
indircet, and comulative project tnpacts to fish and wildlifc associated habitats. All facets
of the project {c.g., construction, implementation, operalion, and mamtenance) should be
included in this assessment. Of particular concern are potential indirect effects of the
project on fish and wildlife inhabiting the adjacent Los Cerritos Wetlands. Proposed
developments in the surrounding area should be addressed in the analysis of cumulative
irmnpacts.

This assessmont should include a list of Federal candidate, proposed, or listed specics;
State-listed species; and locally sensitive specics that are on or near the project site,
mcluding a detailed discussion of these species and information perlaining to their Jocal
status and distribution. We are padticularly interested in any and all information and data
pertaining to potential impacts to populations of federally listed specics.

The analysis of impacts to biological resources and habitat types should include detailed
maps and tables summarizing specific acreages and locations of ali habitat types, as well as
the number and distribution of all Federal candidate, proposed, or listed species;
State-listed species; and locally sensitive species, on or ncar the project site ihat may be
affected by the proposed project or project alternatives.

A detailed discussion of measures 1o be taken to avoid, minimize, and offset npacts (o
biclogical resotrces.

A detailed analysis of impacts of the proposed project on the movement of wildlife and
measurcs proposcd to avoid, minimize, and offset impacts to wildlifc movernent.

An assessment of polential impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional waters of the United
States. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act prohibits the unauthorized discharge of dredged
or fill material into such waters, Including wetlands. This section also provides that the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) may issne permits for discharges of dredged or fill
material into jurisdictional waters and wetlands. Potential areas of Corps jurisdiction
should be evaluated and wetlands should be delineated using the methodology set forth in
the Corps' Wetland Delineation Manwal (Environmental Laboratory 1987). The EIR should
disclosc all impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands, and proposed measures 10 bo
taken to avoid and minimive impacts, and mitigate unavoidable impacts.

We appreciate the opportunity (o comment on the refereaced NOP, Should you bhave any questions
pertaining to these comments, pleasc contact Christine Medak of my staff at {760} 431-9440.

Sincerely,

A W

Sﬂ( Karen A. Goebel
Assistant Field Svpervisor



State of California - The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, (overnor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
hito:f fwww . dfg.ca.gov

2249 Viewridge Avenys

San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 457-4201

April 15,2004

Ms. Angela Reynolds

City of Long Beach

333 West QOcean Bivd., 5" Floor
Long Beach, CA Q0802

Notice of Preparation for the Long Beach Home Depot
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR),
Los Angeles County, California {SCH #2004031093)

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunily 1o comment
on the above-referenced project, relative to impacts 1o biological resources.  To enable
Depanment staif to adequately review and comment on the proposed project, we recommend the
following information be included in the Diraft Environmental Impact Report {DEIR), as
applicable:

1. A complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project area, with
particular cmphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened, and locally unique species
and sensitive habitats.

a A thorough asscssment of rare plants and rare natural communitics, following the
Department's May 1984 Guidelines (revised May 2000) for Assessing Impacts to
Rare Plants and Rare Natural Communities (Attachment 1).

b. A complete assessment of sensitive fish, wildlife, repihile, and amphibian species.
Seasonal varations in usc of the project area shouid also be addressed, Focused
species-speeific surveys, conducted af the appropriate time of year and time of day
when the sensitive species are active or gtherwise identifiable, arc required.
Acceptable specics-spectfic survey procedurcs should be developed in
consultation with the Depariment and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

c. Rare, thicatened, snd endangered specics to be addressed should include all those
_which meet the California Environmental GQuality Act (CEQA) definition (see

@E CEIY ,ﬁfﬂiEQa Guidelines, § 15380),
il =iy
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Angela Reynolds

April 15, 2004

Page 2

The Department's California Natural Diversity Data Base in Sacramento should be
contacted at (916} 327-5960 to obtain current information on any previously
reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significant Natural Areas
identified under Chapler 12 of the Fish and Game Code.

A thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative 1mpacts expected to adversely
affect biological resources, with specific measurcs to offset such impacis, shovid be
included,

CEQA Guidelines, § 15125{c), direct that knowledge of the regional setting is
critical to an assessment of environmental impacts and that special emphasis
should be placed on resources that are rare or unique 10 the region,

Project impacis should be anaiyzed relative to their effects on off-site habitats.
Specifically, this should include nearby public lands, open space, adjacent natural
habitats, riparien ccosystems, and any designated andfor proposcd Natural
Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) reserve lands. Impacts to and
maintenance of wildlife comidor/movement areas, mciuding access o andisturbed
habitat in adjacent areas, should be fully evaluated and provided.

A discussion of imnpacts associated with increased lighting, noise, human activity,
changes in drainage patterns, changes in water volume, velocity, and quality, soil
crosion, and for secdimentation in sireams and waler courscs on of near the project
site, with mitigation measurcs proposed to alleviate such impacts shouvld be
included.

The zoning of areas for development projects or other vses that are nearby or
adjacent to natural areas may inadvertently contribute to wildhife-human
interactions, A discussion of possible conflicts and mitigation measures to reduce
these conflicts shouid be included in the envircnmental document.

A cumulative effects analysis should be devcloped as described under CEQA
Guidelines, § 15130, General and specific plans, as well as past, present, and
anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative (0 their impacts on similar
plant communities and wildlife habitats,

A range of altematives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives 1o the proposed
project are fully considered and evaluated. A range of allernatives which avoid or
othorwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources should be included.
Specific alternative locations should also be evaluated in areas with lower resource
sensitivily where appropriate.

a.

The Department considers Rare Natural Communmties as threatened habitats
having both regional and local significance. Thus, thesc communities should be
fully avoided and otherwise protected from project-related impacts (Attachment
2.



Angela Reynolds
April 15, 2004

Page 3

4.

iMitigation measures for adverse project-related impacis to sensitive plants, animals, and
habitats should be discussed. Mitigation measures shouid emphasize avoidance and
reduction of project impacts. Por unavoidable impacts, on-site habitat restoration or
enhancement should be discussed in detail. If on-site mitigation is not feasible, off-site
mtigation through habitat creation andfor acquisition and preservation in perpetuity
should be addressed.

a. The Department generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, andfor
transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endanpered
species. Studies have shown that these efforls are expenmental in nature and
largely unsuccessiul,

b. Areas reserved as mitigation for project impacts should be protected from foture
direct and indirect immpacts. Potential issues to be considered include limitation of
access, conservation easernents, monitoring and managenient programs, control of
illegal duinping, water pollution, and fire.

o Plans for restorauion and revegetation should be prepared by persons with
expertise in sputhern Californiz ecosystems and native plant revegetation
techiviques. Each plan should include, at 2 minimum: (a} the location of the
mitigation site; (b} the plant species to be used, container sizes, and sceding rates;
{c) a schematic depiciing the mitigation area; {d) planting schedule; (el a
description of the wrigation methodology, (F) measures to control exotic
vegetation on site; (g) specific success criteria; (h) a detailed monitoring program;
{1) contingency measures should the success criteria not be met; and (j)
identification of the party responsible for miccting the success critenia and
providing for conservation of the mitigalion sile in perpetuily,

A California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit must be obtained, if the project
has the potential to result in “take”™ of specics of plants or animals listed under CESA,
cither dunng construction or over the life of the project. CESA Pormits are issucd 1o
congerve, protect, enhance, and restore State-listed threatened or endangered species and
their habitats. Early consultation i1s encovraged, as significant modification (0 4 project
and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA Permil. Revisions o
the Fish and Game Code, effeciive January 1998, may rcquire that the Departmnent 1ssue a
separate CEQA document for the issuance of a 2081 permil unless the project CEQA
document addresses all project impacts to listed species and specifies a mnitigation
monitoring and reporting prograin that will mect the requirements of a 2081 pormit. For
these reasons, the following information is requestad:

& Biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals should be of sufficient
detail and resolution 1o satisfy the requiremnents for 2 CESA Permit.

b. A Department-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are required
for plants listed as rare under the Native Plant Protection Act.



Angela Reynolds
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Page 4

6.

The Depaitment has responsibility for wetland and nparian habitats, It is the policy of the
Department 1o strongly discourage developrent in wetlands or conversion of wetlands to
uplands. Wc oppose any development or conversion which would result in a reduction of
wetland acreage or wetland habitat values, unless, at 2 minimom, project mitigation
assures there will be “no net loss” of either wetland habitat values or acreage.
Development and conversion mclude but ane not limited 10 conversion 10 subsurface
drains, placement of fill or building of stivctures within the wetland, and chaonclization
or removal of materials from the stieambed. Al wetlands and watercourses, whether
intermitient or perennial, shouid be retained and provided with subsiantial sethacks which
preserve the npanan and aquatic values and maintain their value to on-site and off-site
wildlife populations.

a.

If the site has the potential 10 support agquabic, npanan, or wetland habitat, a
jurisdictional delineation of lakes, streams, and associated riparian habitats should
be included in the DEIR, including 2 delineation of wetlands pursuant o the UL 5.
Fish and Wildiifc Service wetland definition adopted by the Department’. Plcase
note that some weiland and riparian habitats subject to the Department’s authority
may extend beyond the jurischictional limits of the ULS. Army Corps of Engineers.

The project may require a Lake or Streambed Alieration Agreemaent, pursuant to
Section 1600 er seq. of the Fish and Game Code, with the applicant prior to the
applicant’s commencement of any activity that will substantially diverl or obstruct
the natural {low or substantially change the bed, channcl, or bank (which may
inciude associated riparian resources) of a 1iver, siream or lake, of usc material
from a sireambed. The Department’s issuance of a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement for a project that is subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance
actions by the Department a5 a responsible agency. The Depariment as a
responsible agency uader CEQA may consider the local jurisdiction’s (lead
agency} Nogative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report for the project. To
minivnize additional requiremnents by the Department pursuant (o Section 1660 ef
seq. andfor under CEQA, the document should fully identily the potential impacis
Lo the lake, stream or riparian resources and provide adequatc avoidance,
mitigation, monitoring and reporing comimitmenis for issuance of the agreement’.

'Cowardin, Lewis M., et al. 1979. Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats

of the United States. ULS. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service.

* A Streambed Alteration Agrecineni form may be obtained by writing to: Department of
Fish and Game, 4949 Viewridge Avenue, San Dicgo, CA 92123, by calling (858) 636-3160, or
by accessing the Department’s web siic at www .dfg.ca sov/1600 .
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Thank you for this oppertumty to comment. Questions regarding this letter and further
coordination on these issues should be directed to Meredith Osborne at (B58) 636-31463.

Sincerely,

C ) W 2l

Donald R. Chadwick
Habitat Conservation Supervisor
California Department of Fish & Game

Attachments

ce: Department of Fish and Game
File
San Diego

State Cleaninghouse
Sacramento

hag/mao



Guidelines for Assessing the Bffects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and

Endangered Plagts and Natural Communities
State of California
THE RESOURCES AGENCY
Uepartrtent of Fish and Game
Dlecamber 9, 1953
Eevised May 8, 2000

The following recommendations are intended to help those who prepare and review environmental
documents detenmine whea a batanical survey is needed, who should be considered qualified 1o conduct
such surveys, how field surveys should be conducted, and what nformation should be contained in the
survey report. The Department may recomtnend that lead agencies not accept the results of surveys that are
not conducted accordimg to these guidelines.

Botanical surveys are conducted in order to determine the environmental elfects of proposed projects on all
raee, threatened, and endangered plants and plant communities. Rare, theeatcned, and endangered plants are not
necessanty limited to those species which have been “listed” by state and federal agencies but should include

any species that, based on all available data, can be shown to be rare, threatened, and/or endangered under the
tollowing definitions;

A specics, subspecies, of varicty of plant is “endangered” when the prospects of its survival and reproduction are
in immediate jeopardy from onc of more causes, meluding Yoss of habitat, change in habitat, over-cxploitation,
predation, competition, or discase. A plant is "threatened” when it is likely to become endangered in the
foresecabls futur: in the abisence of protection measures. A plant is “rare" wheg, although not presently
threaterned with extinction, the species, subspecies, or varety is found in such small numbers throughoul its
range that it may be cadangered if is environment worsens.. .

Rarc patural communities arg those communities that are of baghly limited distribution. These communities may
of may ne!t contain rare, threateced, or endangered species. The most current version of the California Nareral
Biversity Databasc’s List of California Temesteial Natural Communities may be used as a guide to the names and
status of communitics,

It is appropriate Lo conduct a botanical field survey to determine if, or to the extont that, rare, threalened, or
endangered plants will be aflected by 2 proposed project when:

a. Naturzl vegetation accurs on the site, it is uoknown if rare, theeaicned, or endangercd plants or habitats oceur
on the sie, and the project bas the polential for direct or indirect effects oo vepetalion, or

b. Rare plants have historically been identificd on the projeet site, but adequale informaton for impact
assessnent s lackdng,

Botanical consullants should possess the Following qualifications:

Expericnce conducting {loristic ficld surveys;

. ¥nowledge of plant wazonomy and plant community ecology:

Familianity with the plants of the ares, including rarc, threatened, and cudangered species,

- Familiarity with the appropriate state and federa) starutes related to plants and plaot colleciing; and,
Expenence with analyzing impacis of development on native plant species and communitics.

oo e

Figld surveys should be conducted in 2 manner that will locate any rarg, threatened, or endangered species that
may be present. Specificaliy, rare, threatened, or endangered plant surveys should be:

a. Conducted in the Deld at Ithe proper time of year when rare, threatened, or endangered specics are bath
evideat and identifiabic. Usually, this is when the piarts are flowering.



ATTACHMENT 2
Sensitivity of Top Pricrity Rare Natural
Communities in Southern California
Sensitivity rankings are determined by the Department of Fish and Game, Califomia Natural Diversity
Drata Bage and based on either number of known occurrences {locations) and/or amount of habitat

remaining (acreage). The three rankings used for these top prenty rare natural comumunities are as
follows: o N

S1#  Eess than 6 known locations andfor on less than 2,000 acres of habitat remaining.
S2.#  Qcours in 6-20 known locations and/or 2,000-10,000 acres of habitat remaining.
$3.# Occurs in 21-100-known lacations andfor 10,000-50,000 acres of habilat remaining.

The number 1 the right of the degimal peint after the ranking refers fo the degree of threat posed o that
natural community regardless of the ranking. For example:

511 = very threatened
52.2 = threalened
833 = no current threats known

Sensitivity Raokings (February 1992)

Rank Community Mame

SL.) Mojave Riparan Forest
' Sonoran Cottonweod Willow Riparian

Mesquite Bosque
Elephant Tree Woodland
Crueifixipn Thorn Woodland
Allthom Woodland
Arizonan Woodland
Southern California Walout Forest
Mainland Cherry Forest
Sputhem Bashop Pine Fores
Tarmrey Pine Forest .
Cresert Mountain White Fir Forest
Southem Dune Scrub
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub
Maritime Succulent Scrub
Biversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Southern Maritime Chaparral
Valley Needlegrass Grassland
Great Basin Grassland
dojave Desert Grassland
Pcoble Plains
Scuthern Sedge Bog
Cismontane Alkali Mazrsh

COFG Anachment 2 for NOF Comment Letters Page 1 of 2



a0 South Coast
s Air Quality Management District

- 21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
sl (909) 396-2000 - www.aqmad.gov

March 23, 2004

Ms. Angela Reynolds

Environmental Planning Officer

City of Long Beach

Dept. of Planning and Building, 7® Floor
333 West Ocean Bivd.

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Notice of Preparation of 3 Draft Environmentat Impact Report for
Long Beach Home Depot

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. The SCAQMD)Y's comments are recommendations
Tegarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be
mcluded in the Draft Environmental lmpact Report (EIR),

Air Quality Analysis
The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Guality

Handbook in 1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses.
The SCAQMD recomimends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when
preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbock are available from the SCAQMD's
Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720. Alternatively, lead agency may
wish to consider using the California Air Resources Board {CARB) approved URBEMIS 2002
Model. This model is available on the CARB Website at; www.arh.ca.pov.

The Lead Agency shouid identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could oceur from
all phases of the project and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts
from both construction and operations should be calculated, Construction-related air quality
impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment
from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources
{e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment} and on-road mobile sources {e.g., construction worker
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are
not limited to. emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and
coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipc emissions and entrained dust). Air
quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips

B3.31.2004 16:986



Mis. Angeta Reynolds -2- March 23, 2004

should be included in the analysis. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the
decommissioning or use of equipment potentiaily generating such air pollutants should alse be
inchuded.

Mitigation Measures

In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that
all feasible mitigation measures be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize
o eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying
possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA
Air Quality Handbook for samplc air quality mitigation measures. Additionally, SCAQMD’s
Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, and the Tmplementation Handbook contain numerous measures for
controlling construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation
if not otherwisc required. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1XD), any impacts
resulting from mitigation measures must also be discossed.

Data Sources

SCAGMD ruies and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD's
Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the
Public Information Center is also available via the SCAQMD’s World Wide Web Homepage
{ktip vy agmd govh

The SCAQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions
are accurately identified, cateporized, and evaluated. Please call Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air
Quality Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding this
leiter,

Stacerely,
6; -_\_.**-(i 6 -"E'W\_ﬁﬁ;
Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Propram Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources
S8:.CB:i

LACO403 180511
Coatrol Mumber

03.31.268B4 16:56



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1220 NORTH EASTERN AVENLE
LOS ANGELES. CALIFDRMIA S0063-32%

(323) 8904330

P, MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

hday 28, 2004

Angela Reynolds, Environmental Blanner
Ciry of Long Beach

133 West (ccan Bovlevard, 72 Floor
Long Beach, CA 90202

Drear Ms. Reynolds:

MOTICE OF PREPARATION/DRAFT, LONG BEACH HOME DEPOT, A
COMMERCIAL DEVELOI'MENT PROIJECT, “CITY OF LONG BEACH"
{EIR #197%/2004)

The Notice of PreparationTraft, Long Beach Home Diepot Project has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Lamed
Levelopment Unit, and the Foresiry Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department.  The following are their
COMMENTS:

PLANNING - SERVICE RESPONSIBILITY:

The subject property is toetally within the Oty of Long Beach and dots not appear to have any impacl on the emerpency
responsibilitics of this Depariment. 1t is not a part of the emergency response arca of the Consolidated Fire Proteclion
Dhstrict

LAND DEVELOQPMENT:

This project is locared cntirely i the Ciey of Long Beach.  Therefore, the City of Lopg Beach Fire Department has
jurisdicion <onccrning this project and will be seting conditions, This project is located in close proximity to the
jurisdictional area of the Los Angeles County Fire Deparmment. However, this project is unltikely to have an impact that
necessilates a Cominent concerhing general requircments from fhe Land Development Uil of the County of Los Angeles Fire
Departmenl. Should any questions arise, please contact Inspector Marvin Daorsey {323) 8914243

FORESTRY DIVISIOHN:

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Foresmy Dhvision include crosion control,
wutershed managernent, ran: and cndangered specics, vegetation, fire]l modification for Very High Twe Hazard Scverity
Zoncs or Fire Zone 4, archeclogical and cultaral resowrces, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts 1 these
arcas should be addressed in tie final Environmental impact Report,

If vou hiave any additional questions, please contact this offtce at (323) 2904330,
%S,

DAVID R, LENINGER, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION

PREVENTION BUREALS
DREsc”
L L SEAVING THE UnINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

reouan g L (hrdoslid - CubAny HAWTHOSNE LAMIFADA  WRALIBL FOMORA SR AL HILL
ARTESA CALABASAS  DIAVOND BAR HIDUEM HILLS LAFUENTE masvTwon EANCHO PALDS VERDES  30LTE 10 MONTE
AZUSH . CARSon - - DURATE HUHTINGTON PARK LAKEWDOE  KORWALK ROLLING HILLS oyttt
BALDWAN Prby,  CERRITOS . -£LMOWTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER  FALMDALE NOLLG LS CSTATES  otmmi b o
BELL CLAREWDQNT GARDERA PMGLEWOOD LA DALE FALOS WEAUES ESTATES AOSEMEAD WALRUT
BELL GARDENS  COMMERGE BLENDORA IRWNIALE LOSATA PARAOLINT <A LIS Nt
DELLFLOWER COAING HARAINS CARDENS LA CANADA FUNTRIDGE  LYWWOOD PInE: FIVESA S ASTAELAAITA skl 'L“L':"WAGE

WHITTICA
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April 30, 2004

Niccle Dubois

LSA Associates, Inc.

20 Executive Park, Suite 200
irvine, CA 92614

Subject: Long Beach Home Depot NOP

Please find the attached response The Orange County Transpoitation Authority

(OCTA) s providing in regards fo the six questions found within the
questionnaire pertaining to the Long Beach Home Depot NOP.

Question 1:

Yes, that is correct. Routes 1 and 80 serve this project area. There are two
existing bus stops, one in e ach direction, located near the proposed building
site. The only additional transit services the OCTA provides is ACCESS service
for disabled customers.

 Routes 1 and 60 servicing this area are currently operating at normal capacity

levels. Routes 1 and 60 currently provide 278 daily trips {Monday — Sunday)
along Studebaker Rd. within the proiect area.

Question 2:

To serve this project area at expected capacity levels, the OCTA would fike to
review the preliminary site plans to possibly request additional bus turnouts.
Due to high speeds along this street, the bus furnouts would provide improved
and safe access for coach operators and customers utilizing this site. In
addition, the re-location of existing bus stops may be necessary {c best serve
this site.

Question 3:

Services are e xpanded d ue to s everal factors, mainly ¢ ustomer d emand and
available budget. Other key factors that may warrant expanding setvice include
above standard load capacities, which includes customers being passed-by at
bus stops, additional trips required along bus routes to meet customer demand,
and service areas showing a lack of service within the County boundary.

Question 4:

Yes, this project could impact the need to expand or adjust existing services
and staff depending on customer demand and access io the site (see bus
iurncutfre focation of bus stops request in response o Question 2). At this
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lLLong Beach Home Depot NOP
April 30, 2004
Page 2

Question 5

Yes. Again, at this time, the OCTA can provide adequate services to this site.
However, after review of the preliminary site ptans, additional bus furnouts and
the re-location of existing bus stops may be reguired at the project site.

Question 6:
Please address the possibility of constructing bus turnouts and re-locating
existing bus stops at the project site.

If you have any guestions do not hesitate to call me at 714/580-5715.

Sincerely,

Gordon Robinson
Senior Transportation Analyst
Operations Planning & Scheduling



Long Beach
ENERGY

A DEPARTMENT OF THE CITY OF LOMG BEACH

2400 EAST 3RAING STREFT « LOMNG BLACH, €A 9)805-2245 = (562} STE-2003 « FaX (3621 573-M0%
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Mr. Barney Michalchuk
Greenberg Farrow

15101 Red Hill Avenueg, Suite 200
Tustin, CA 92780

&
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Uear Barney:

Upon receipt of your request, Long Beach Energy {LBE) will provide natural gas service to
your development at Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive in the City of Long Beach, subject
to the rules and requlations of this Department. Although currently there is no gas main in
the vicinity of your property, LBE will install a new main to your facility at a cost of
$34.00/foof, excluding cost of engineering and design, from the nearest existing gas main.

Instzllation of both gas main and gas service line will be done at developer's expense.
Attached is an estimate for installing a gas main to your praperty, along with a copy of our
fee schedule. | have not done an estimate to install a gas service line on your property, as
I do not have a complete site plan.

You may wish to coordinate with your Civil Engineer to determine the most cost effective
routing for your ufilities infrastructure. If you decide to have the installation done Dy your
confractor, joint trenching is allowable subject to LBE standards. Prior to canstruction, a
LBE Gas inspector will be assignad to your project and his time charged at an hourly rate.

I you decide to uiilize services of a contractor from the approved City list, construction
costs will be negotiated between you and the contractor of chaice. In this case, LBE will
assess both Gas Engineering and Inspection charges, again at an hourly rate.

Contact the City of Long Beach Planning and Building Depariment for the required
demolition and building permits. Their number is {562) 570-6651
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Long Beach Energy does not at present have a gas easement on your property. Although
Code does not require an easement for gas substructure installation, you may wish o
contact Sue Castillo at (562) 570-6996 for further clanfication regarding easement issues.

Please be informed the gas meter assembly is to be located at least thres {3} feet
horizontally from any spark producing device, open flame, electric meter, air conditioning
unit, etc., and cannoct be placed in front of, or under, any open vent, fresh air intake,
openable window, dryer vent, or stairwell. | have enclosed LBE standards depicting meter
layouts.

In addition, it is LBE policy to install natural gas service line oniy after the houseline has
been stubbed out of a building being renovated or under construction. If you have any
further questions, please feel free fo contact me at (562) 570-2038, or Dave Rosa, Lead
Gas Inspecior at {562) 570-2085.

Sincerely,

Mike J. Zukoski, PE
Senior Civil Engineer



PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE
SHOPPING CENTER - OFF SITE

1/20/2004

Long Beach
ERERGY

A DEPARTRENT OF
THE CITY OF LONG BEACH

[ADMINISTRATION

Expense
Administration 51,000 S1.000
FPreparefprocess agreements (deads, otc.} 51,100 }0
TOTAL LABOR - Administration 51,000
|ENGINEERING / INSPECTION
Enginecrs 3115¢hr towrs Expenze
Grewal 20 32,300
$0
S0
Engineering Techs 5800 hours
Berkery 40 $3,200
30
30
Inspectors $100/hr hours
Carroll 0
TOTAL LABOR - Enginegring/inspection: $5,500
IPIPEI_IME CONSTRUCTION
Mew Sarvices Perfoot  Length Mir.
1 1/2" and smaller %28 §325 %0
284" $34 1200 $425 $40,800
g"-g" 55 700 $0
Alter Existing linas Perioot  Length hin.
1 1/2" and smaller 555 700 %0
244" $65 $800 %0
a-g" 110 $1,375 30
Amcunt Each
Tapping and Stopping  up to 4" - 112 PC $2,000 30
Tapping and Stopping 4" & Igr - il PC 2 $5,000 £10,600
Excess Flow Valve - initial installation $G00 30
Excess Flow Valve - reset 54,000 0
Bollzrd Installation 3900 50
Ferhr  Amount Bdin,
Demo - Disconnect Charge per lateral 5300 o $1.200 %0
Repair for Confractors Damages $300 0 $1.260 0
TOTAL COMSTRUCTION 350,800
10T $57,300"

*Na_te- o
Caes not include meter installation costs.
Dqes not inclede onsite pipe desingfinstillation

If gutside firm constructs pipgling LBE will charge for tnspection

home depok Ib estimate




RESPONSE SHEET: Long Beach Home Depot

Utilities — Natural Gas
L.ong Beach Energy Department
240 East Spring Strcee

Long Beach, CA 0806

For your convenicnee, we have provided space on this questionnaire for your answers. If you choose (o answer
these guestions in the form of a letter, please number your responses 1o correspend to the Guestions. Please fax
YOUI Iesponses to (949} 553-2076. Mail originals to: LSA Associates, Ing., Attn: Nicole Dubois, 20 Executive
Park, Suite 200, Trvine, ChA 92614,

Ll

hat are the locations, types, and capacity of your faciiities that service the arca and how near
capacity are they now operating? Pleass include the location of the nearest wansmission line.
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Is Gas service currently provided to/for the site and if so. what levelitype of servics is provided?

No  SERvies fﬂﬂfﬁ'é‘ﬁny_

Are there any current plans for expansion of gas facilities near the project area? if ves, please briefly
describe.

N,:,/ i~ KPZarSeone 1y P8 VELCPEM Pt wenf Eie? Flrat o2

Will the project create 2 necd to expand existing facilities or staff of o construct a new facility, or
otherwise adversely impact the types of service you provide? Please explain.

VEI SECGeE rtll aigew To [Be g @
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Will the proposed project require relocation or realignment of a pipeline? Will the present location of
the utility lines require realignment of the proposed praject? If yes to cither of these questions, please
provide a schematic or drawing showing present location{s) of the pipelines in relation to the propased
project and required relocations/tealignments.,

No
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6. What standard consumption or generation rates do you use in assessing service demands for nan-
restdential uses? For example, can pas usage estimates be based on land uees? If so, please provide
peneraie raies for the follpwing land uses;

Land Use Description Consumption/Rates {Therms/Year)
Restaurant(s) .
Fﬁff/rﬁ’gﬁ ﬁy- (Qf*ﬂﬁm&?_
CommercialRetail v -
Industrial i £
7. Is there sufficient capacity in the existing system to serve the proposed project?
VES
8. Can you recoramend any mezsures for mitigating projeet impacts thal might e incorporated into the
project?
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9. Please provide any addittonal information, inclueding maps and graphics that may be helpfol to us in
preparing an environmental assessmcat of the proposed praject. Please provide any additionai
commenis or questions you would like 1o see addressed in the environmental assessment for this
projecl.
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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whitiier, CA 906011400
Maifing bddress: PO, Box 4998, Whittier, CA 906074998 o JAMES F. STAHL
Telephone: (552 699-7411, FAX: (542) 699-5422 Chief Enginser and Generol Manager

wwrw. locsd.org

ECEIVE
MAR 2 9 7004

LSA ASSOCIATES
IBVINE

Warch 25, 20404

File Mo:  03-00.04-00

Ms. Nicole Dubais

LEA Associates, Inc,

20 Excoutive Park, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92614-473)

idzar Ms. Dubois:

Long Beach Home Depot

This is in reply to your letter, which was received by the County Sanitation Districts of

Los Angeles County (Districts) on March 22, 2004, We offer the following comments regarding
SCWOTAZS Service;

1.

The arca in question is outside the jurisdictional boundaries of the Districts and will require
annexation nto District Mo. 3 before scwerage service can be provided o the proposed
development.  For specific infonnation regarding the anncxation procedure and fees, please
comtact Ms. Marparita Cabrera at cxtension 2708, Copies of ithe Districis' Anmexation
Information and Processing Fees sheets are enclosed for your convenicnee.

The wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge 10 a local sewer line,
which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyanes o the Districts’ Marina Trunk Sewer,
Section 3, located in Pacific Coast Highway nortth of Loynes Drive, This 15-inch diameter trunk
sewer has a design capacity of 4.6 million gallons per day {mgd) and conveved a peak flow of 1.2
mgd when last measured in 2003,

The wastewater gencrated by the proposed project will be irealed at the Joim Water Polivtion
Control Plant (JWPCP) locaed in the Chy of Carson, which has a design capacity of 385 mgd
and cureently processcs an average flow of 321.6 mpd. The IWPCP provides fuli secondary
{reatment to all wastewater received.

The expected average wastewater flow from the project site is 37,628 galions per day. Please
refer to the Districts’ average wastewater genevation factors (enclosed), under “Warehousing,” for
Industrial Land Use wastowater generation rates,

The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Cade 10 charge a lee for the
privilege of connecting {directy or indirectly) 10 the Districts’ Sewerage System or increasing the
existing strength andfor quamtily of wastewater atiributable to a partienlar parcel or operation
already comnected. This connection fee is required to construct an incremental expansion of the
Sewerage System to accommodale the proposed project, which will mitigaie the impact of this

ﬁ Rooyslod Paper



fis. Wicole Dubois 2 Iharch 25, 2004
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project on the present Sewcerage Systeimn. Paymient of a connection fee wiill be required before a
peimit to connect to the sewer is issued. A copy of the Conneclion Fee Information Sheet is
enelosed for your convenience. For niore specific information reparding the connection fee
application procedure and fees, please ¢contact the Connection Fee Counter at extension 2727,

in order for the Districts to conform to the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the
desipn capacities of the Districts’ wastewater treatment facilitics are based on the regional prowth
forecast adopted by the Souwthem California Association of Governments (SCAG).  Specific
policies inciuded in the development of the SCAG regional growth {orecast are incorporated nto
the Air CQuality Management Pian, which is prepared by the Souwth Coast Air Quality
Management THstrict in order to improve air guality in the South Coast Air Basin as mandated by
the CAA. All expansions of Thstricts’ faciitties must be sized and service phased in a manncr that
will be consistent with the SCAG regtonal growth forecast for the countics of Los Angeles,
Orange, San Bemardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imiperial. The available capacity of the
Dristricts' 1weatment facilities will, therefore, be limited 1o levels associated with the approved
growth identified by 3CAG. As such, this letter does not constitete a guarantee of wastewater
service, bot is to advise you that the Districts intend to provide this service up to the levels that
are legally permitted and to inform yom of the currently existing capagity and any proposed
expansion of the Disiricts” facilitias,

if you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 659-7411, exicnsion 2717.
Very truly yours,
James F. Stahl

Q@ﬂﬂ( . Drszeuc

Ruth T, Frazen
Engincering Technician
Planning & Property Management Scection

Enciosures

c: M. Cabrera
Angcla Keynolds, City of Long Beach

1517300



INFORMATION SHEET FOR
APPLICANTS REQUESTING ANNEXATION TO A
COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

. ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR ANNEXATION TO A COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT

OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

i. The property is comtiguows to said County Sanitation District or, if not contipucus, may be
draincd by gravity to a trunk sewer of that Disfrict,

2. The property is not included in whole or in part in any other agency providing services similar lo
those of the said County Sanitation District, and

3. The property is to be benefited by its inclusion in the said Covnty Sanitation Disitict.

i.

1.

. HOW DO I INITIATE THE ANNEXATION APPLICATION PROCESS?

WRITE TO: County Sanitation Districis of Los Angeles County
P.0. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607
Attn: Annexation Fee Program

The letter should comtain the following informaiton and supporl documcniation abowt the
property involved:

a) Property location {street address, city, 2ip and Thomas Brothers map, page, grid}

b)  ln casc of a recorded singie iot, mclude the County Assessor’s map book-page-parcel map
: with the parcel highlighted.

¢y Incase of a tract or parcel map, include a copy of the tentative or final map plus a closed-
survey engingering fraverse around the boundary to be annexed to the centerline of any
public street,

CALL: County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
{562) 699-741 |, Txtension 2708
7:80 a.m. through 4:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday
7:00 a.m, through 3:30 p.m., Fridays, except helidays
Districts’ staff will caloulate the acreage involved and will provide the appiicant with a quote of

annexation fees to be paid. At this time, the applicant will also be provided with a “Requiest for
Annexation” form along with necessary instructions.

An annexation application file will be opened upon swbmittal by applicant of all the required
documents {refer to Section C) along with a check for the annexation foe made payable to:

County Sanitation Disiricts of Los Angeles County

. WHAT DOCUMENTS DO ]I NEED TO FILE?

“Request for Annexation” Form {4 pagesy: All applicents must complete, in detail, and retem
the Request for Auncxation form signed by the legal owner whose name appears on the current
L.os Angeles County asscssment roil. See €5) for assistance in completing page 4 of this form.

Los Angeles County Local Agency Formation Commission Party Disclosure Form: All
applicants must complete and return the Party Disclosure Form pursuant to the Local Agency
Formation Commisston Party Disclosure Fomm Information Sheet.

Annexation Fee payment as stated in the quotation letter. Cash will not be accepted.



ANNEXATION PRGCESSING FEES FOR THE
COUNTY SAN]TAT]DN D[STR[CTS GF LOS ANGELES CDUNT‘(

COUNTY.SANITATION | .. 7 -0~
DISTRICTS! PROCESSING FEE[| )

LOCAL AGENCY.FORMATION::
EOMMISSIONFILING FEEY:

o L300
=15 g $1,073
=350 to 2 S215fAcre
4,300
Owver 200 Plus 533/ Addittonal Acre

And Every Fraction Theregl

AMKIXATIONS AND DETACHMENTS 0.0 to 1.0
=10 1o 50 53,0060
=50 1o 1300 53,500
>10.0 to 250 3,000
»25.0 to 3.0 0,000
=304 1o 150.0 37,000
160 1+ Acres 8000
OTHER PROPOSALS Special Reorganization 510,000
[ncorporation/DizsincorporationConsolidation $7,500
District Formation S7,500
District Digsolution/ConsolidationMerper 55,000
Establishment of Subsidiary District 34,600
Reprganizations Basic Fee*1 20%
Amend Existing Sphere of influence for an Annexation $500

Amend Existing Spherc of Influcnce for Action other
than an Annexation

20% of Basic Fee

AmendUpdate Existing Sphere of Influence Without

ather Action

0. to 1.0 S, 500

= 1.0 [T 50 3000

=50 1 160.0 53,500

=100 o 250 53,000

=254 [T 4 56,000

=500 o 1600} 57000

160.0+ Acres 700G

: - Reconsideration of LATCO Detetiminations 0% of Basic Foe

*The “Basic Fee™ is the filing fee charped Special District Study Actuzl Cost

for the wnderlying change of argantzation Out-nf-Apgency Service Agrecmenly 32,000
associated with the action indicated, 1f Petition Yerification Actueal Cost
| more than one change of organization is Motice/Radins Map Actual Cost

proposed, it is the higher fee

STATE'BOARD OF
EQUALIZATION”

SINGLE AREA TRANSACTIONS

a0

Siate Contraller Review

< ACREAGE:

£2.000 + Actual Cost

CEEE .

o 1.0 5300

1.1 tg 50 S350

6.0 ic 10,0 2500
LL& o 200 -1
2.4 o 50.0 51,200
5.0 io i 164.0 51,500
ioL.g ! i 560.0 2,000
LG ! io OO0 2,500
1.001.0 [ g 2,000.0 $3,000
2.001.0 and Above 51,50

OTHER PROPOSALS Crefermal of Foos 535
Additional County per Transaciton 5250
Consolidatton per District or Zone 3300

Entire District Transzction 3300

Coterminous Transaciion E306

Dissolulion or Mame C haﬂge 0

¥hiost recent LAFCO fee increase effective Tune 1, 2003

¥hinst recent SBE fee increase offective Docember 2, 1998,

L-annzxlfecannsaztioniformsannes kes doe

Rev July 17, 2003




TABLE 1
LOADINGS FOR EACH CLASS OF LAND USE

SUSPENDED
FLOW COD SOLIDS
{Gallons (Pounds {Founds
DESCRIPTION IIMIT OOF MEASURE Fer Davy) Per Day} Per Day’
RESIDENTIAL
Smgle Family Home Parcel 260 1.22 .59
Duplex Parcel 312 1.46 0.70
Triplex Parcel 468 2.19 1.05
Hourplex Parcel 624 292 1.40
Condominiums Farcel 195 0,92 .44
Single Famiiy Homwe Parcel 156 0.73 035
{reduced rale}
Five Units or More No. of Dwlgz, Units 136 0.73 0.35
tobile Home Parks No. of Spaces 156 0.73 0.35
COMMERCIAL
Hotelitotel/Rooming House Foom 125 0.54 G.28
Store 1860 & 106 0.43 0.23
Supecrmarket 1080 & 150 2.00 1.60
Shopping Center 1000 i 325 5.00 1.17
Regional Mall 1060 & 150 2.19 0.77
Office Ruilding 1000 &° 261 0.86 .45
Professional Building 1080 i’ 300 1.29 8.63
Restaurant 1000 i 1,060 16.68 5.00
Indoor Theatre 1006 125 0.54 6.28
Car Wash
Tunnel - No Recyeling 1000 & 3,700 15.86 8.33
Tunnel - Recycling 1000 2,700 li.74 £.10
Wand 1000 o 706 3.00 i.58
Financial Institution 100¢ 100 0.43 0.23
Service Shop 1600 f° 106 .43 .23
Animal Kennels 1900 &’ 106 0.43 0.23
Service Station 1000 it 100 0.43 .23
Auto Sales/Repair PG00 i 100 0.43 0.23
Wholesale Outlet 600 ft? 100 0.43 0.23
Nursery/Greenhouse 1900 i’ 25 0.1 0.06
Manufacturing 1600 1 20} 1,36 0.0
Dry Manufacturing 1000 fi* 23 0.23 0.09
Lumber Yard 1660 & 25 $.23 0.09
—> Warchousing 1000 72 25 0.23 0.09
Open Storage 1000 ft* 25 0.23 .09

Drive-in Theatre 1060 i 20 6.09 03.05



INFORMATION SHEET FOR APPLICANTS
PROPOSING TO CONNECT OR INCREASE THEIR DISCHARGE TO

THE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY SEWERAGE SYSTEM

THE PROGRAM

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County are empowered by the California Health and

Safety Code to charge a fee for the privilege of connecting to a Sanitation District’s sewerage system. Yowr
connection to a City or County scwer ¢constitutes a connection to 2 Samitation District’s scwerage system ag
these sewers flow into a Sanitation District’s systemn. The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
provide for the conveyance, reatment, and disposal of your wastewater. PAYMENT OF A CONNECTTON
FEE TO THE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY WILL BE
REQUIRED BEFORE A CITY OR THE COUNTY WILL ISSUE YOQU A PERMIT TO CONNECT TO
THE SEWER.

II.

II1.

IV,

WHO I8 REQUIRED TGO PAY A CONNECTION FEE?

1. Anyone connecting to the sewerage system for the first time for any structure located on a parcel(s)
of land within 2 County Sanitation District of Los Angeles County.

2. Anyone increasing the quantity of wasicwater dischiarged duc to the construction of additional
dwelling units on or a change in land usage of a parcel already conmected to the sewerage system,

3. -Apyone increasing the umprovement square footage of a commercial or institational parcel by more
than 25 percent.

4, Anyonc increasing the quantily andfor strength of wastewater from an industrial parcel.

5. If you qualify for an Ad Valorem Tax or Demolition Credii, connection fee wiil be adjusted
aceordingly.

HOW ARE THE CONNECTION FEES USED?

The connection fees are used to provide additional conveyance, treatment, and disposal facilities (capital
facilities) which arc made necessary by new users connccting to 2 Sanitation District’s sewerage sysiem
or by cxisting vsers who sigmificenily increase the quantity or strength of their wastewater discharge.
The Connection Fee Program insures that all users pay their {air share for any necessary expansion of
the system.

HOW MUCH [5 MY CONNECTION FEE?

Your conncction fee can be determined from the Comnection Fee Scheduie specific to the Sanitation
District in which your parcel{s) to be connected is located. A Sanitation District boundary map is
attached to each corresponding Samitation District Connection Fee Schedule. Your City or Conaty
sewer permitting office has coplcs of the Connection Fee Schedule(s) and Sanitation District boundary
map(s) for your parcei{s). If you require verification of the Sanitation District in which your parcel is
lpcated, please call ihe Sanitation Districts’ informiation number listed under Ttem IX below.

WHAT FORMS ARE REQUIRED#*?

The Connection Foe application package consists of the following:
i. information Sheet for Applicants (this form)

2. Application for Sewer Connection

Rey GHIG



COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES CAOUNTY

1955 Workman il Road, Whitlier, CA S0801-1400
Mailing Address: PO, Box 4998, Whitfiar, CA 906074658 JAMES F STAHL
Talephone: (562) $997411, FAX [568) 699-5422 Chief Engineer and Generol Manoger

www lacsd arg

April 5, 2604

File Mo, 31-150.10.26

Micole Dubois, PMlanner

LSA Associates, Inc,

20 Executive Park Suite 200
Irvine, CA 9%2614-4731

Dear Ms. Dubois:

Request for Solid Waste Service Information
Laong Beach Home Depot Draft Enviconmental Imnpact Report

‘The Counly Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received the ahove referenced
request for information on March 22, 2004, Regarding solid waste management for the above-mentioned
project m the City of Long Beach, the Districts offer the following comments:

Ouestion 1;

Picase cvaluate the following statemment (solid wasts) and indicafe any changes that shouid be
made in the space below.

Response to Question I:

The Pucnte Hilis Materials Recovery Facility is scheduled to begin operating in September 2004,
The facility is permitted to accept 4,400 tons per day and 24,000 tons per week of municipal selid
waste. Permitted capacity and other information are detailed in the enclosed {act sheet. It is
iikely that the Puente Hills Materiais Recovery Facility will start operating at 2,000 tons per day
and, a5 market demand necessitates, will ultimately increase to full capacity.

Question 2:

Wouid it be likely that solid waste from the projoct sitc would be diverted to landfills outside the
Los Angeles County? If yes, please bricfly describe?

Response to Quesiion 1:

The [istricts cotered into Purchase and Sale Apreements in August 2000 on the only two fully
peemitted rail haul landfills in California: the Mesquite Regional Landfil) in Imperial County and
the Eaglc Mountain Landfill in Riverside County, The Districts closed escrow on the Mesquite
Regional Landfill in December 20602, Due in part to pending federal litigation, the Dasiricts have
not closed eserow on the purchase of the Eagle Mountain Landfli,

The municipal solid waste will be transported approximately 210 miles to the site via the Union
Paciftc Railroad main line, which extends from the metropolitan Los Angeles to Glamis and then
by a proposed 4.5 mule rail spur buill to the site. Closing escrow on the Mesguile Regional
Langfili has allowed the Consuliant to preparc a comprehensive master plan for the development
of the sit¢ incleding the landfill and rain infrastrueture. Work on this project is currently onpoing
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and scheduled 1o finish by the Fali of 2004. Following completion of the master plan, the
Districts intend to pursug concurrent final design and construction of the facilities necessary o
begin operabion, The Mesquitc Regional Landfill is scheduled 10 open for rail shipments of waste
m 2009, consistent with the timetable in the new CUP isseed by the Los Angeles Regional
Planning Commission for the Puente Hillg Landfill,

Question 3

Does LACSD or the California integrated Waste Management Board provide solid waste
colicction service providers with gnidelines or rules for determining which solid waste disposal
facility is the appropriate receiving facility for solid waste from a given site, 1f 5o, please provide
a brief putling of the guidelines?

Rezponse to Question )

The Caiifornia Integrated Wastc Management Board’s website at hitp/fwww.ciwmb.gov contains
information regarding solid waste disposal facilities. There are numerous public and private
landhlis in the transfer stations m Los Angeles County that could potentially receive waste
collected from the proposed project. Please contact the City of Long Beach regarding waste
collection services and disposal facilities used.

Question 5:

Would the following gencration rates be an acceptable means of estimating service demand for
the proposed project? If not, please provide the comect flow estimated for the following land
uses. Please also provide wastewater generation rates for industrial land uses,

Response to Question 5:

For imformation regarding solid wasle generation rafes, please contact the California Inteprated
wasle Management Board at (918} 341-6216.

Question 6:

Will the proposed prodect create a need for expansion of facilitics/staff or for construction of a
new facility, or will it otherwise adversely impact the type of services provided by LACSD.
Flease cxplain.

Response to Question 6;

There are only eight major landfilis within Los Angeles Couwnty. These landfills serve large
geographic arcas that arce not necessarily limited to those areas in the immediate vicinity of these
sites, There is insufficient pormitted disposal capacity within the existing system serving
Los Angeles County to provide for its long-term disposal needs. However, there is additional
capacity potentially available within Los Angeles Cowty through the expansion of local landhlls,
and outside of Los Angeles County through the use of waste by rail at the proposed Bagle
Mountain Langfill in Riverside County and the Mesquite Regional Landfill in Imperial County.
Consequently, while this additional capacity will be needed, the necessary permits and approvals
have not yet been issued to access and/or use the facilitics.

Question 7;

Based on the informatien provided above, will LACSD be able to accommodate the project’s
demand for solid wastc disposal and wastewater treatment services withowt negatively impacting
LACSY) existing facilities or commitments? If not, can you reconmmend any measures for
miligating project impacts that might be incorporated into the project?



Nicole Dubols -3- April 5, 2004

Response 10 Question 7;

The Califormia Imtegrated Waste Management Act, AB 939, requires cities to divert 30 percent of
ilie waste stream away from land disposal by the year 2000, In order to 2ssist in mocting ihis
goal, the Sanitation Districts recommend that the proposed development mcorporate storape and
collection of reeyciables intu each project design. 1t is rocommended that refuse collection
coniracls include provisions for collection of recyelables. The City of Long Beach should also be
contacted with regard 1o any commercial recycling programs thal way be available.  All
peeupants should be cheouraged to recyely, at 2 minimum, newspaper, glass bottles, alominem
and bimetal cans, and P.E.T. bottles. Recycling should be included in the design of the project by
Teserving space appropriate for the support of recycling, sueh as adequate storage areas and
access for recycling vehicles. Tn addition, all contraclors shiculd be urged to recyele construction
and demolition wastes to the extent feasible. It should be recognized that, even with recycling,
adequate regional disposal capacity is needed to accommadate new developments. I you have
any further questions regarding recycling options, please contact Bill George, Recveling
Coordinator for the Districts, at extension 2427, :

Question 8:

Please provide any addilional comiments or guestions you would like to see addrcssed in the
gnvironmental assessment for this project.

Respoose to Question 8:

The Dhistricts have no forther comments regarding sohd waste.

if you have any guestions regarding these commenms, please contact the undersigned at the above
listed telephone wumber, extension 2731

Very truly yours,
James F. Stahl

ahn DO.
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LOCATION:

PROJECT
DESCRIPTION:

BACKGROIUND:

PERMITS:

EXVIR(ONMENT AL
CONTROL
FEATURES:

PUENTE RILLS MATERJALS RECOVERY FACILITY
FACT SHEET '

The Pucnte Hills Materials Recovery Facility (MEF) is located at 2808 Workman Mill
Hoad, Whitice, California 90601, This location is approximately 14 mules east of
dovmtown Los Angeles southeast of the intersection of the Pomona Freeway (SR-60) and
the San Gabrici River Frooway (1-603) as shown in the atached roap.

The Puente Hiils MREF will be owned and opoerated by the County Sanitation Districts of
Los Anpgeles County [Sanitation Disticrs). The purpose of the Puente TTills MR is to
recover recyclable materials from commercial waste and to provide for the efficient
transfer of the residwal waste 1o permived landfills for proper disposal. No wasle or
recyclabies will be disposed of at the sie.

The project is tocated on approximately 23 acres and compnises the processing building,
administrative offices, scales, parking and maiotenance zrees. The processing building
will be approxirnately 213,000 square feet is area and will be approximately 55 feet tall.
Waste will be delivered to the processing boilding in collection wucks, which will
discharge their loads inside of the enclosed boilding. Recyclable materials including
varigus grades of paper and plastic will be recovered through 2 combinalion of manual
and mechantcal methods. Residual waste will be placed into large capacity trailers for
transfer bo pernzitied landfills. Initially, resideat waste from the Puente Hills MEF will be
directly hauled to landfills in rucks. By 2009, tesidual waste from: the Puente Hills MRF
will be defivered to rail yards for transter to remote Iandfills via eail (waste-by-rail).

The Puente Hills MRF is cumrently under constuction with scheduled completion by late
2004, The facility is permaitied to sccepr 4 400 tons per day and 24,000 tons per week of
mumicipal soltd waste, The dizposal of liguid or hazardous waste wiil not be aliowed.

The Pusite Hills MRF will be operated in compliance with the following permits, as well
as other applicable echnical peomits:

+  Conditional Usc Permit (CUP Mo, 92-2531{4)) ssued by the Los Angles County
Brard of Supervisors

=  (ak Tree Permit {No. 92-251{4)) issued by the Los Angeles County Board of
Superisors.

= Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Mo, 19-AA-1043) issued by the Los Angeles County
Departmgnt of Health Services.

The Sanitation Dristrices will empley scveral envivonmenlal conteal systems to eliminate
or reduce to minimal levels poleatial impacts oo e covitonment and sunoundimg areas.
These measures iclude:

+  Dwust and Litter Conirol. The Puente Hills MREF will be designed and operated 1o
mininuze the creation, emission, and accumulalion of excessive dust, particulates,
and litter.  Measurcs to comeol dust ot the Puenne Hills MBF will inclide 2 water
misting sysiem mside the Tacility o remove dost and particelates from the air
Additionally, the site will be checked for litter and the packing lots, access roads and
the site enttapce will be swept daily we remove dicn, dust aad boer, The Sanitation
Dhgirices will requice all customiers vsing the facility to cover their loads in order to
redace litter.

Last Updated: August 4, 200053



Odor Control. The processing building has been designed with a limited rumber of
doors in order L contain odors, The refuse load out area, where the residual waste
witl be lvaded into trailers, is located on the back of the building, which is the
furthest distance away from ary neighbors. All Toads will be discharzed from gucks
and processed only in the enclosed building. Exeessively odorous lnads will not be
accepled at the facility. After processing, all waste will be removed fom the site
ensuning no wasle will be pormanently stored on-sitc.  Tn addition, the misting
systiem discugsed above can also be used to dispense a chemical masking agenl to
neudralize odors.

Hlegally Depnsited Wastes. The Sacilation Bistricis will cootimioushy raonitor the
unloading and processing areas for the presence of illegally deposited bazardous,
toxic, or infectious wastes, The Sanitation DHstricts will alsa institute a load
checking program consisting of a random selection of at least one load each day for a
thorguph search,  [F unaccepiable wastes are found, they will be wansferred to
appropriate off-site disposal facilities. Any hauler who delivers unacceptable wastc
will be charged for the cost of properly disposing of the wastc and may Geoe
suspinsion of loss of disposail privileges. This program acts as a sirong determent 1o
iilcgal disposal of wastes.

Last Updated: August 4, 2003
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SOUTHERN CANIFORMIA

EDISON Repon Hinaser

Pulblic. Alfairs
An LA AN TN A TICN AT S Careany
April 8, 2004
Angela Reynolds, Environmental Planning Officer
City of Long Beach
Department of Pianning and Building, 7" Floor
333 West Ocean Boulevard
Lorig Beach, CA S0802
Subject: Long Beach Home Depot Draft Environmental linpact Report

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Thark you for including the Southern California Edison Company {SCE) in the
review process for above-referenced document.

The Long Beach Heme Depot project is located within the service teritory of
Edison and the electric loads of the project are within the parameters of the overall
projected growih which we are planning to meet in fiis area, Unless the demand for
olectrical generating capacity exceeds our estimates, and provided that there are no
unexpected cutages to major sources of electrical supply, we expect our faciiities to be
sufficient to meet electrical requirements for the next several years.

The relocation, reconstruction, extension or under grounding of Edison's
electrical distribution system may be necessitated by activities within the proposed
project area will be performed by Edison in accordance with Edison's effeciive Tanft
Schedule's approved by and filed with the California Public Utllities Commission
({CPUC).

For your convenience, SCE has responded to the questionnaire submitted by
LSA Associates, Inc., regarding our services near the project area. Please have your
project applicant, developer or consultant to contact Mr. Mark Pearson at {582} 981-
8205 to answer any questions.

If you required any additional information, do not hesitate to contact me at {562}
g81-8216.

=) Iy yo
eyeer S
bert Giuintero '

Attachments

[l Mark Pearson, SCE
Lamy Hudson, SCE

C\Rpcuments ahd SettingsiquinterMy DocumantsiLong Beach'Environmental ReviewsiHomelepotiLang Beach Home
Depol. doc

ZROD Trast Willow: 5t
Long Boach, A 90806
6293 1-E20PAX 31210
[ax 362-95[-8289
robert quirloro@s oo.com



RESPONSE SHEET: Long Beach Home Depot

Southern Culiforaia Edison
2800 E. Willow Street
Long Beach, CA 90806

For your conveniencs, we have provided space on this questionnaire for your answers. If you choose
to answer these questions in the form of a letter, please aumber your responses to cortespond to the
questions. Please feel free 10 fax your responses to LSA a8 (949) 533-3876. Matl originals to: LSA
Associates, [nc., Attn: Nicole Dubois, 20 Executive Park, Suite 208, lrvine, TA 92614,

L. What are the locations, types, and capacity of SCE facilitics that service the avea, and how
near capacity are they now operating? Please inglude the location and a description of the
nearest distribution facilities.

We have the existing facilities to serve the project.
Distribution facilities are on the property nNow.

2. Will the proposed project reguire relocation or realignment of any service/utility corridors or
pipelines? Will the present lacation of the service/utility require realignment of the proposed
project? If ves to cither of these questions, please provide a schematic or drawing showing
present location{s) of servico/miility in reiation to the proposed project and require relocation
rcalignments,

The existing facilities will have to be relocated depending
on the lay out of the new project. Drawings will be provided
after a complete set of scaled plans have been received by

Edison.
i Please provide an estimate of project electricity vse at build ount in the chart below.
Estimated Electrical Usage
Kiloveit Amps/Acre
Land Use Description {Feak Demand)
Restanrantis}
CommercialiRetail
Industrial

Load calculations are to be provided by the developer.

024 LM {WirvdSprajoctstCLBS3SOF & QuesticnnairestiLE SCE.docd . 3



4, Based on the imformation provided above, will SCE bie able to adequately provide services to
the proposed project? [ not, can you recommend any measures for mitigating project impacts
that might be incorporated tnto the project?

Edison can provide service to the project.

5. Are there any current plans for expansion of your services or facilities in the area? 1f ves,
please briefly describe,

There are no current plans as far as I know of at this time
for that area.

6. Will the project create a need to expand existing facilities or staff or to construct 2 new
facility, or otherwise adverscly impact the types of services you provide? Please explain,

The extent of expansicon of our existing facilities will
depend on the magnritude of the project. 1 ant@cipate
some expansion but not anything cut of the ordinary.

7. Please provide any additional information, imclrding maps and graphs that may be helplul to
us in preparing an cnvironmental assessment of the proposed project. Please provide any

additional comments or questions you would like 1o see addressed in the environmental
assessment for this project.

Maps for the area can be gotten by mailing a request to the
fellowing address:

Southern California Edison
Building D

B.0. Box 11982

Santa Ana, CA 92711-1%82

Prepared by: Maxk Pearson

Title: Field Support Planner, SCE

Date: April 6, 2004

Phope: 1562) 9B81-8205
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GAY M. KEATING
670 Ultimo Avenuc
Long Beach, CA S0814
{562} 98H-7686

April 8, 2004

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
City of Long Beach

133 W. Ocean Bonlevard, 7 Floor

Long Beach, CA 90502

Re: Proposed Home Depot at Loynes & Studebaker
Dear Officer Reynolds,
The purposc of this leiter is to object to the Home Depot project.

Air quality degradation involving substantial poliutant concentrations of PM 10 and
carbon monoxide due to long-tenn traffic is blatantly upacceptable.

The highly likely traffic increase wiil severcly impact traffic patierns and volumes.
Somelimes Seventh Stroct is gridlocked partly due lo CalTrans poor signage on the 22
ang 405 Freeways. Clogging up Studebaker and surrounding sireets will only compound
traffic congestion exceeding the level of service deemed acceptable by the county for
such roads. Moreover, not just University Park Estates will suffer from the traffic
increase. Other residential arcas such as Alamitos Heights, Spinneker Bay, Del Lago and
College Park East are just a few of the ncighborhoods which would be negatively
impacted by the increased vehicle trips.

1 notice that scores of men ioiter in front of the Signal Hiil Hone Depot. This potential
problem af this proposed development near an elementary school is unacceptable.

What happened to the sanctity of the precious wetlands? The increased notse, glare,
vehicles {including large trucks) and poliution will dimmish the quality of the fragile
wetlands,
Please do everything possible to ensurc this Home Depot project is rejected.

£, -
v M. Keating’.
¢: StopliomeDepot{@aocl.com




"debarzh helzhauer'' <deborahhelzhaver@hotmail.com=> To: angela_reynolda@tongheach gov
O4H28/2004 02:33 PM co
Subject: Mo Home Bepol

Fzar HMs. Reynolds:

I am & resident of %apies, Long Bzach, Callfeocrnia. I am writing you oo
express my concerns regarding the plans focr Home DJepot to build 2 lezge
conEplex el Lhoe cornor of Studepasoer and Sccond Strocot.

Rside Zrom the abvicus govirsgnmental concerns, trls woold create o malor
traffic nightmare. Tt is already a mess due to the traffic back ups creatod
oy Lhe doullo Znlorsocllons of Marlna Droive al Zocono Scest and ZCH at
Second Etreet. The lights are rot synchronized properly. 2lsa, the entrance
into the Mobil Gas Station =2t 7CFE anc Second Street resulis in an
Intorzuplblion of Lne Lralfle flow ongo Lhe Zight finally does tarn green.
Vehicies slow down to tuvyn irte the gas station or to enter and exit the
Trader Joes parxing _ot. Thais causes a griclcck anc major backep of traffic
during Lte rash oours,

Jist when you think youo'we goxrten through =2)2 that, you must fzoo still
anothar Dackun at the inlorsoclion of Stodoba=zers and Sacond Strest as carcs
vie for the ‘eft turn lanes con to Studebaker i- order to sccess Lhe
freeways. Can you imagine now awful iy would be if a lezrge cormplcox iike Fome
Cooal: woulas atlracl sLiZ]1 mooe btrallic?

Flease consider these obvious copcerns which are cextaanly reoason cnough to
wvote NO for any large development in thls nightmare of a corridore. It is
alveady a dally fristration for mvself and nany others who live in this arca
and freguent Lhais roabo. Fhanx you.

Sincerely,

Dekborzh Eolzhazer, RN



robert kilpatrick Tor <anreyn@longbeach govs
<rkilpa@mindspring.com=> ce: =stophomedepot@acl come, <dislrict3ei-long heach ca pe>,
047282004 01:33 P <mayar@longbeach gov=

Subject: Home Depot

I am opposed to the plan to build 3 Home Depot at Loynes and Studebaker. It will mean
increased traffic, including heavy trucks {apparently beyand county congestion management
agency standards), degrade air quality and add glare and lights, increase hoise, affect
wildlife and wetlands, and require lifting waste water all the way to Vista. On top of all that
it would be built on a hazmat site,

1 understand why city officials are pushing retail establishments so hard, LB Town Center
and the new Pike developrment bring in sales tax revenue o replace the stolen property tax
revenue. But responsible representation of the people demands move than just anvthing for
maney. The guality of life of the people should come first. In this plan it is not even last—it
isn't even there. Mavor O'Neill and Councilman Colonna should be taking the lead in
stopping this project.

Robert 1. Kilpatrick

Lapecrtatifaol.com To: anreyin@longbesch gov
04/25/2004 11:13 AM oo StopHomeDepot@acd. com
Subjecl: Home Depot

Please do NOT go with the Home Depot PROJECT.

Jehn @ Sallie La Porta
£31-1C3 Brocton Court
Leng Beach, Ca. 99803




Bdmiller8f@aol.com Tor Anreyno@longbeach gow
0412412004 04:25 PM oo

Subject: Home Depat

~ave talked fo many residents and business oporators in the east Long Sezach
and west Orangc cournty areas about the the possibility of a Home Uepot and
other comnerclal business going in at the corner of Studebaker and Lovnes.
Blmost without exception the stand on the comstruction of the commercial
venture is negative., Anong Looe raoasons given Zor ot wanting this large
commcrcial busiress on thiz perticular sizte are: 1. & huge increase in
traifiec wolume in the area 2. ncgative imeact on the edjecent wellands arsa
3. crhange of nzigborhood charzcterisiics.

Specifically, the traflic on Studebaxer Is already too heavy. Sinrce the road
fas becoms Ltho maln ocgress to the 4C5 and 22 freeways, tra®ffic increased to a
steady stream from 5;30 A.H. Lo well into the night. Any increascd tratfic
tespecially commerc:al txaffic) wouids be a buge proolem for Lhe imnedizte
grea and [or the city of Long Beach because of the ZIncreased traflic
manzgenant proslens and safety lssues. Puliing commercial treffic on
Stidebaxer and Loynes st. would boe costly o the city and dengerous to the
naarhy residonllsl aress.

Tre adjacent wcilands arcz is a jewel that should not compromised in any way.
['am girailc it would suffer becasse of cbhvious roaszons ard untorsess
condiTionsg resvizing fror Lhe prooosad conskruacticon and the attendan=
infracture changes and adgitions.

Aoove are the msin reasons Lhe conditionad cse permitc should -ot boe granced
fer <he subject =ike. The current industrial zoning 15 the correct zoning for
Lhis property consldering adjacent uses, traific cormstraints,etc. Would Lao
Increased noisce and polluticn avlecting Ketiterirng clemcontary school ke worth
tho acd:ticn of argrther Home Depot? Would Lhe incressed costs to the ci-y for
accident and ambolznco coverage be worth it? We heve onouch commercial
develosment Lo satisfy ocsl demands--we den't necd a Home Desot here. IE
local residents don't need more comaercial business why would the city wans
it? Why meoss with the current zoning and create noroe orobhlems, beth obvicus
and anforseern?

Bt .l D0 Miller
£332 Tlict 57T.
Long Zeach



Judle <judielf@verizon.net> To: <armeyno@@iongbeach.gov=
O0a4/24/2004 03:10 Pl oo
Subject: Stap Heme Depot

I do =mot wanb to see & Home Deoob or any othar bLsiness on the site at
Studebzaxer and Zoynes Zor the following reasons:

Lignt end glare, z2ir guality, wildiife would be dasturbed, Zazardoz malborials
{we nave enough already), noise {we have enough already), trzific {we have
enough alrcady), wastewater treatment facilities Lhe Loynes street is nov
cepabie of supperting thoe main, the gound is not staple.

Jugie Leving

'S5 Why nol a nicoe guite parck!

Tina Plrazzl <tpirazzi@yahoo.com> To: angela_reynolds@longbeach gov
G4122/2004 10055 Al oo
Subject: OPPOSED TO HOME DEPOT/RETALL CENTER,

Crear Angeia,
1 am opposed to plans for a Home Depot going into the proposed retail center at Studebaker and Loynes Drive,

This location is already surrounded by retail centers - one at Loyncs and PCIE, Marina Pacifica Mall is the second,
and the Market Place located adjacent te the proposed new retail conler makes three. This area does not need maore
retail, and furthermore, this site i3 NOT zoned for retail!

Another problem with a retail center and Home Depet is the additional waffic. PCIH and 2nd Street are already
sigaificantly burdened with heavy Mows of waffic, and this new center would enly make the problem worse.

Equally important is the consideration of Los Cerrites Wetlands located right sext to the arca in question. s it really
senstble to build a Home Depot, of any kind of retail center, next to o wetlaind habitat? In iotal, we have far more
relail ctlets in T.ong Beach than wetland environments, perhaps we shouid think nore about adjusting the balance
for nuatore, rather than rampant consunierism,

Lastly, we already have plenty of Home Depot stores within a 10 mite radius of the proposed losation - that is
encugh!

Thanking vou for the opporunity to respond, T remain with -

Kindest regards,
Tina Pirasxi



Lisa Rinaldi <gzrinaidi@earthlink net> Teo: <amreynof@ongbeach.gov=
0472202004 0856 P cc!
Subject: Long Beach Home Depot Project

Thur., 4/22
Dear M=z, Reynclds:

Z am cppeosed to the Long Beach Home Depot Prolescl. By let:ter dated 277704, 1
wrote {9 Councilman Colonna to express ny vooaws, which I reiterzle here and
expend on.,

doy issces which srocld be zddressed in the draft BIR aro:

1. SBigrnificant impact on transportation/Lraffic. We are choking now on our
own traffic ard cengestion on Studebaker, Lovhes, PCH, Westminster Ave., the
fregway access rosds off of Stugeoaker.

2. Significant ingact on biclogical rescurces. Proximiiy of khe T.os
cervitos Wetlands fto Lhis proposed project will dasrapt the Raoitart.

2. Signiflcant Impact on the Kne hazard to The pobklic gnd Lae environment
from the proposed waste treatment facilaity and pipeline, a5 well zs alrsady
ex_sting hazardous materials oo Lho property.

i, Figrificant ilmpsct on noise levels by gonerating excessive noiss Levels,

groucdoorne vikrvations and groundborne aoise evels, ambiernt nol=ze levels,
both temporary and ocrmanent .

&. Significant impact onh aesthelbics by creat’ng 2 new scurce of suostantial
Zigrnt amd gla-o.

3. Totential significant irpact on hydrology and water ouality [ waters
gua-ity siandards and waste discharqge reguiremesnts are violated. Also, the
existing dralinage pattern of the site will ke glterad in order to gave over
the sarch [er the parking lot znd wall substantially increasce t“hs rate or
arount of zurfzee rinolf resciting in floocing ard acditagnal sources of
peclluted runofi into our estuarics, walkerwavs and oceans.

woald add Lo Lite above by stating more robzil ‘s the last thing we need in
an arez averron Wwilh retail. Eome Depot has stores all arvound 25 and 1s
building =z slore at At zantic and Spring. In zddicsion, we mow nave two Lowas
in Leng Beacn. Whal wo o need and wWant 1s To rmaintain ard create moroe opan
Space 1n cur oity.
Trhanx you for your attenilon to bois matter.

Sincerely,

Tizs Rinatldi



Julien Musafia <musaffa@csulb.edu> To: Anreynof@longbeach gov
Q44212004 0933 PM oo
Subject: [Fwd: Home Depot]

-n—n=-- Original hessage ---——---

Subiject: Home Depat

Date: Fri, 16 Apr 26064 12:41:05 0700
From: Juiten Musafia <musafiaf@esnib edu=
Organtration: California State University Long Beach
To: anteyneldsilongheach gov

Drear Ms. Reynolds,

Flease count me as an opponent to tive Home Depot project an Stwudebaker Rd. § have altended the neiphborhood
meeting on April 7 and becaime persuaded that ihe negatives far outweigh any positives in this matter.

Many thanks.

Julien husalia

441 Marpo Ave.

l.ong i3each, Ca 90203,
562 596 9852

Barkiemcmatan @aocl.com To anreyno@tongbeach.gov
04/11/2004 07:54 P co: StopHomeDepol@aol.com, Shreyen@iac! com
Subject: Stop Home Cepot in Lang Beach

Dear Angela,

Home Depot on Studebaker would make cur beautiful area a traffic nightmare nof to mention how
it would negatively impact wildlife, air quality, and neise. I do not support this measure and
neither should the City of Lony Beach.

Sincerely,
Barbie McMahan
A concemed homeowner




RUTH CAHILL <rcahillE301@yahoo.com> Ta: anreyno@longbeach.gov
0470312004 0328 PM o
Bubject: Objection 1o 400 Studenbaker Road

Drear Angeia: | am very oppescd lo the Home Depot development proposed for 400 Studchaker Road. 1 feel the
development would have a very negative sffect on the ecosystem and the wetlands we are obligated to preserve. The
resulting wraffic problems would produce very poer air quality for the nearby residents and the increased raffic
would have & nepative effect on the school children at ncarby Kettering,

i am a long time Long Beach resident and 1 feel the to be affected citizens should have reasonably been informed of
this proposed commercial development lorg before this date.

J{fei?m:ﬁrz‘%ad alpht To: "Angefa Reynolds" <5 nreynn@lungtlleach.gw:- )

ancts oo ﬂNanlw_Trent@ronghead‘r.gnu}, “Mike and Karen Breul' =m.Breul@vernizon net>, "Chares
O4/05/2004 0722 and Harrielt Cohen™ <candhcohen@netzero cams, "SlopHomeliep ot

AN <StopHomeDepoi@ACL com=

Subject: Home Depot Proposal

Cur primary objection {o the Home Depot being built on Studebaker at Lovnes is the additional traffic it
would bring. We live in the College Park West neighborhiood of Seal Beach, What that means is there is
ontly one way in of oul of our home, That is by using College Park Drve.

College Park Drive ends at the transilion raad from 7th Streel/22 freeway, to and from Studebaker. ltis an
awkward, "T" intersection at best. Traffic coming off the Westbound 22 Freeway, turning onto Siudebaker
is frequentiy fast and heavy. This makes tuming off of College Park Drive difficult and sometimes
dangercus. Making a left turn 1o go East on 7th street is even mors difficult.

After { spoke at the meeting on the Tih, | was contacted by a woman who lives in College Park East, In
Long Beach, She reminded me that they too have to use that College Park DriverStudetaker transition
intersection for South egress to their homes.

In the case of the 308 homes where we live, this is the only way we have to aocess our homes. As traffic
hias increased over fime, that intersection has become increasingly dangerous. Traffic from both
directions of the 405 freeway and the Southbound 805 freeway atready add to the traffic using the
Studebaker/7th streel junction. The addition of traffic caused by the Home Depot proposal would make i
almost impossible.

Whilz we are not residents of Long Beach, our Seal Beach neighborhood can only be reached through
this East boundary so we feel we have 3 real stake in this project. We share many of the objections
voiced at the meeling on the 7th. As & retired police leutenant, | know there would e additiona) crime in
the area. Traffic on Studebaker, Loynes and 2nd Strest are already to heavy.

Piacing any type of shopping center at that location is just a bad ides. We are frequent customers of
Home Depol and feel we are adeguately served by their existing locations.

Jerry and Mancy Trent
213 Harvard Lane
Seal Beach, CA 80740



{562) 430-7387

From: Mark Bixby

Sent: Tuesday, April 06, 2004 9:36 AM

To: greg.melien

Subject: Home Depot Proposed Development - LBPT article Saturday Aptil 3, 2004

Dear Grag,

I read the April 3rd article that you and Joe wrofe on the proposed Home Depot developmeant [copy
below). | don't have Joe's e-mail - please forward him a copy. | don't like to pick fights or create problems,
but | felt the need fo write you as | was quite disappointed with the accuracy of the coverage of the above
article (copy below}. This was not "fair and balanced” coverage that I've heard the PT pride itseif on
reporting. This article was one sided and improperly documented. Don May's quote was 1) out of context
and 2) on the wrang subject (Don May, president of the Lakewood-based California Earth Corps, said a
possible extension of Studebaker Road would have a direct impact on the wetlands dimensions. "That's 2
hot issue for us,” he said Friday. “That would cut the wetiands in hall.' ] The proposed development isn't
connected to the proposed extension of Studebaker. Tolally separate issue. Separate properties
separated by several hundred yards ang separate ownerships.

The juxtaposition of the two proposed projects makes it look like the environmental group is opposed to
the Home Depot project. And, based on the articte, and if | knew nothing more, | might lean against it foo -
but the problem is the assertion and the quote are wiong. And the title of the article is then completely
misleading. Cne neighborhood commentator and cne misquoted environmentalist don't add up to “fire an
two fronts.” Yes, there are paople in the neighborhoad who don't have enough information on the
proposed development yet and have legitimate concerns about traffic. The traffic study and scoping
meeting will help answer many guestions and cancerns. '

In addition, the series of quotes from the City and from Frank Colonna make it look like the developmeant
was trying to be "sneaked” through the process. That is not the case and there are city procesaes in place
to make sure projects get public review. The way the quotes tay oul it makes the developer appear the
“bad guy " People seem fo forget that developers are the people that build the homes we live in, the
markets we shop in and the buildings and offices we work in.

| understand that you work under deadlines, but because the developer couldn't respend to a call on
Eriday, dig the article have to run an Saturday?

re: Traffic

Kettering is the local elementary schoal, which all three of my three kids attend, [t is separated by a river
channel and a four lane highway. There might be one or two trips a month generated by each
neighborhood resident who chooses to shop at the new Home Depot, but this development shouldn't
change traffic patterns. And most of the folks that drive the route would commute the route anyway, likely
reducing the otal kip count. A matter for the traffic study, The neighborhood is not a "short cut” route for
anycne bot a few living in on the east side of Bixby Village. For most of those those living in Bixby Viltage,
the guickest path of inavel is not through University Park Estates, but rather on Bixby Willage Drive to
Loynes. - only one stop sign and two lights versus 4 stop signs and one light.

fin bath camps, heavy trafiic that could be generated by the project is & prime concern as a public safety
issue since an elementary school is across the street from the site, and as a potential pollution probleni.]
Agreed, traffic is the highest concern. What is the "pollution problem™? Pondering it without explaining it
again seeds doubt in the reader’s mind..

| live in University Park Estates (19668-1982 and 1995 to present). Because my wife is very active at

Kettering (past PTA president for 2002 and 2003}, she was getting questions about the proposed Home
Depot. She asked me to write out a response from s Reighborhood perspective she could vse, So, here
are my thoughts in brief on the propesed Home Depot development. | don't have any financial interest in
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promoting the project. | am not a partner nor an advisor. Mo one has asked me to suppert the project, (
happan to know the developerfproperty owner and the broker wha are putting the proposed deal togather.
Eoth are good guys who are known for responsible development and who are active in supporting loca)
charities, churches, the YMCA and Rotary.

As it stands, there are currently four ugiy green used (and not usahle - illegal to burn oil in these plants
anymore - AQMD required holes to be drilled in the tanks) on the property. The only logical property uses
are industnal, which includes hight industrial and or manufacturing, oF commercial (as proposed here).
Residentiat doesn’t make sense at that location, nor does park (which no one wouid pay for anyway).
Commercial is a good buffer use to our neighbearhaed.

Advantageas to the development:

1} City tax revenus,

This will only 2dd the City of Long Bearh tax revenue base. The average Home Dapaot does §45 millicn in
gross sales, thus the Cily of Long Beach would receive approximately $450,000 in tax revenue each year
{1% of retail sales dollars. Some of this would be taken from the Signal Hill Home Depot Sales and some
from the local Lowes, but averall, this will increase the tax base as e store will draw from Seal Beach
and Los Alzmitos as well.

2} Environmental
The development wauld remave an cld envirenmental concern and replace it with a landscaped
development, cleaning up an otherwise ugly intersection.

31 Easy, Close Home Improvemesnt store access
Provide darn convenient access for nsighbors to buy home improvement stoff for my home canstruction
projects.

4} Mew Dining Opportunities
There are hwo auxitiary restaurants proposed on the site plan that would provide dining locales within
walking distance.

Pisadvantage to the development:

i see the one real disadvantage as increased traffic. | haven't seen or reviewed s fraffic study. The broker
told me that one is underway {as is required for any major development). What it will revesl is that there
will be more traffic. | can't tell you how much, but the study will. The reality is that increased traffic won't
inpact traffic within cur neighborhood. There really won't be through-tratfic issues we don't already have
frorn Bixby Village owners who access the freeway via 6th street. The increased traffic might oocasionally
resuit in more cars waiting to get through the Loynes and Studebaker intersection. Buy the devealoper will
be responsible for upgrading the trafiic light and the timing on the light will be adjusted accordingiy.

For the reasons above, and becauss | dor't see the traffic a5 such a major coneern, | support the
propesed development. | will be in Big Bear with 2 Rolary Camp Enterprise program from Wednesday to
Friday as a counselor to 50 high schoo! kids. Othenwise | would attend the meeting and speak in favor of
the develnpment.

My hope is that you can provide more balanced coverage of the proposed davelopment,

Thank you,
hlark




Long Beach Press Telegram

Home Depot plan draws fire on 2 fronts
Arca komeowness and environmentalists voice concerms.

By Greg Mellen and Joe Segura

Staff writers

Friday, Aprif 02, 2004 - Envirgamentalists say the project could endanger the highly sensitive ecosystem of the
nearby Los Cemitos Wetlands and homeowners contend the planned develapment 2t Smdebaker Road and Loynes
Urive will adversely alfect their quality of 1ife and Burt home values.

The project sHe i5 at 400 Stedebaker Road, at the Studebaker and Loyaes intersection, and would consist of abmat
192 800 square leet of commercial development, including the self-fixer-upper giang, a sit-down restavrant and
other retail steres. The project will enderge considerable review processes.

in both camps, heavy trafTie that could be generated by the project is a prime concern as 2 public safety issue sinee
an elementary school is acrss the street from the site, aad as a potential pellution problem.

Don May, president of the Lakewood-based Catifornia Eanth Corgs, said a pessible extension of Stedehaker Road
would have 2 direct impact on the wetlands dimensions.

"That's a hot issue for us,’ he satd Friday. " That would ent the wetlands in half!

The applicant is Studebaker L.B., L.LC, but no one conld be reached for comment Friday.

The project will be discussed Wednesday at & pan. at a public meeting at Kettering Elementary School, 530 Silvera
Ave. The purpose of the meesting is to define 1he cnvironmental issues.

Regidenes of the Dniversity Park Estates area said the project has canght themn off guard.

One hemeowner, Tantce Dahl, said she and her neighbors knew nothing about the meeting until she reccived an -
mail from an online medis service. She said she believes the city and 1lome Depot were trying to slip the mecting
through without the neighborhood knowing about it,

"ileyre mn for a big surprise, Dahl satd.

Angela Reynelds, city planning officer, said there has been no effort 1o conceal the meeting information.

"W sent out 15 o 240 fliers to community association presidents,” Reynalds said. “At the City Council's request,
we're sending out 438 more fliers to residents in University Park Estales, even though we don't bave 10,

Vice Mayor Frank Colonna also said the meeting is only the first step in a long covironmental review proccss,
"Mothing will be donie withaut the public being completely veited,” he said.

Colorna said he is withholding a decision on whether to support tlie projeet, noling that the area is zoned for
industrial nse,

“I'm concemed abont the fraffic impact, and § also want to hear what the homeowners say,' Colonna said, "1 also
want Ip logk at the potential mpacts of other uses.'

Reynolds seys the public mesting takes input from residents of possible envirotinental issues prior 1o beginning a
dralt covirenmental impact repost. Among the issues that nced to be addressed in a review are acsihetics, air quality,
biologival resources (including possible plants and animals 2t the site), cuitural resources of possibie ancient Native
Anrerican siles, peelogy and soil sindies, and hazards and hazardous materials.

Of the 192,000 square fect of development, Home Depot would cover 104,886 square feat, Revnolds sad.



April 7, 2004

350 Peralta Ava.
Long Beach, CA
GOEN3
562-593-5155

Ciry of Long Beach
Depariment of Planning and Bueilding

Cear Angely Revnolds, Environmental Officer:

¥ am onpased to the commerzial development, including Home Depot, ot 400 Stedebaker Road, [ feel no nead
for the commereial services proposed. | believe that the proposed development would exacerbate traffic congestian,
would pose salcly hazards for both children and neighborhood residents, and wonld adversely impact the Los
Cerritos Wetlands.

‘This avea is surrounded by comimercial services. I could probably eat at a different restaurant each night for a
month within 2 twe-mile radins. Billings in Belmont Shore, Sears and Target at Los Altos, Armsirong’s on 10™
Smeet, and Lowe's on Bellflower are just a few of close by businesses that provide many of the same items as Flome
Depat.

Traffic is currently a probiem in our neiphborhocd. Surounding streets, including Studebaker,
Westiminster/Second Street, Seventh Steeet, and Pacific Coast Highway are frequenthy jammed with cars. Traffic is
especially busy during rush hour and in the evenings. 1 can be difficelt to exit my neighborhood on Loynes Drive
or Seventh Sireet dus to heavy waffic, Speeding is a problem om Loyaes. A Home Depol in this area would add te
the traffic congestion. The trucks would only make the situation worse. Increased traffic and the addition of
delivery trucks wouid increase the hazards 10 neighborhood ehildren who walk and ride their bikss to school and for
recreation and 1o the neighbors who run and reller Blade,

I attended the community meeting on April 7 at Ketiering Clementary. 1 lcamed that scwage from the Home
Depot complex would be stored in 2 holding tank in that area, then piped over the Loynes Drve bridge inte my
neighborheed. This could pase a seriqus safery hazard,

I iz a pleasure and a privilege to live near the Los Cemitos wetlands. [ eajoy waking along the river channgl,

My husband and T have seen ground squirrels, hawks, pelicans, skimmers, king fishers, a fox and a scal. Many birds
I this area are on endangered and threatened lists. 1 am proud that our communities are working togcther to
preserve and cahance the few remaining wellands in the Los Angeles area. The noise, traffic, glarc of nipht ks,
and the dangcr of pollution threaten the wotlands.

Flease take my concems into consideration when determining the fate of this project. 7 urge you ta deny this
development,

Sincerely,

Beverly Spicer



To: <anreyno@longbeach.gov>, <Shana_Criz@tongheach gave

cc: <Avonne_Graveli@ongbeach.gov>, <RBPW@Eacl com:=, <StopHomeDepot@ao! com>,
"Goldberg, Benjamin® “Zimmarman, Sug” <SUEZ2001@ao0l.com=>, "Andries, Roger” <Anditss@ix netcom.coms,
<Benjamin.Geldkerg@ “Clark, Rob” <Rods2k@aol com=, “Crzaban, Curly” <tacurli@venzon. net=, "Goldberag,
morganstanley.com> Barbara" <Barbiegoldberg@acl.com>, "Galdberg, Benjamin” <COUNCILMANG a0l .com>,
04/08/2004 068:24 AM  “Hebenrt, Lary” <LAHLE@acl.com=, "Mullen, Chadens” <iRMCMULLEN@aol.com>,

"Rosas, Carmen” <CarmineC21 @aol com>, "Rowe, Tam" <Tomr@vertical.com=,

“Simrmons, Jog" <pasimmons@anl come, "Wight, Virginta® <vnwrighti@earthlink net>

Subject: Home Depot ProjeckPresident of University Fark Estates

When the City 5 examining ssues for the EIR study, it may make sense to study the feasibility of gating
University Park Estates. As you know there is a school in the neighborhood, so limited public access
would be necessary durihg normal school hours. | know that if in the remote chance that this project ware
to move forward, the only way to mitigate the cross through traffic is with a gate. Not to mention the public
safely issue to the students in the schoo! and the increased security that would be needed to ensure
safely for the kids.

QOfficially, only our area, Island Village and the Belmont Shere Mobile Home Park have publicly
condemned the project, | have heard that Bixby Village, Spinnaker Bay, Spinnaker Cove, Bay
Harbor, Alamitos Helghts, Belmont Heighis, Belmeont Shore, Naples, College Park and most of the
residents that enter the clfy from the East Side are apposed te adding any project that would
further impact the traffic issues invalving, 2ndiPCH and the iren triangle at 7th, PCH and
BelHlower. This ih addition to the 7th Street off ramp itself and Studebaker and 2nd Strest. Please
inclhude these areas in your EIR as well as Loynes/Studebaker and Palo Verde{Vista} and Loynes as well.
Alfhough this area is currently zoned for Industirial Use, we will be pursuing litigation to change that
zoning in the same vain as was done to home owners off of Appian Way, who at one time were able to
build apartments, but have now been reduced to residential only. With over 350 people attending
yesterday's meeling, we leel confident that the attention of all council members will be attained
immediately, There should be no guestion in the minds of cur City Leaders with the traffic impact
to the our East Enfrance to Long Beach. We are currently in a crisis situation with the existing
land use and traffic pattern. Thank you for your fime.

Benjamin A. Goldberg
Morgan Stanley

Branch Manager
Vice President
Encino, CA #243
218-807-2434
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Reds2k@ To: Benjamin. Goldberg@morganstaniay. cam, ameyao@longheach.gov, Shana_Otiz@longbeach.gov
aol.eom oo Avonne_Gravel@longbeach gov, REFMZaol.com, StopHomeDepot@acl.com, SUEZ2001@aal.com,
D4/081200 Andries@ix netcom.com, la.curl@verizan_ net, Barbiegoldberg@acl com, COUNCILMANGacl.con,
4 08:21  LAHLB@aol.com, Imemullen@acl.cam, CammingC21@acl.com, Tomm@verical comm,
Abd PASimmons@acl.com, vewnght@eadihlingk net

Subject: Re: Home Depat ProjectPresident of University Park Estates

I hope that Lhe snticement of tax revenue does ot blind the cizy of the

pocientia. problems Chis projeclh will create!

Aok CTlark

Aob Clarx DJevaloonant Services
£62/431-6023 woice
S627831-4303 fax

Scott R Charmack <schamaci@esulb.edu>  To: Angela Reynolds =Angela_Reynolds@iongbeach gove
04/08/2004 09:55 AM ce
Subject: Proposed Home Depot Geveloprant

I would like t0 express our support for the proposed Home Depot Development off Studebaker Road in
Long Beach. While | understand 3 few of the concerns raised by my neighbors, this Center would
certainly he a vast improvement fo the cld oil storage tanks on this property. Traffic concerns will need to
te adequately addressed, but good planning and execution will resolve this issuea. | live on 9th Street off
Studebaker and believe this proposed Center will be a plus. We support the proposal conditioned that the
additional fraffic on Studebaker and 2nd Street is propery addressed.

"Susan Whitmyre” <swhitmyref@mminternet.com> To: <Angela_Reynolds@ longheach.govs
040812004 12:48 PM e
Subject: Strong Movete on Home Depgot on Studebaker

This ome 15 a no-Draizes. 1. Sor nees for natural opon Ssoace 1s

saranconl.. 2. Anyveone wiih eyes can sco the Tratfic copngeslion alrsady cut of
hazd in that entire area. 2. Anyone with mose and lungs Xnows we are
over-pollaczod alxeady.

I could oo on ang on, bit why? Please strong 'y oppeose this, and move o
rastore some prisking nature to this sile (or wise pablic seneclbis.

Susan Whitrmyro
L7726 E. Z4<h Biroct
_ong Braon, CA 90304
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"John Carver” <jearvericbesouthbay . com> To: <Angeta_Reynoldsi@longheach.gov>
Q4082004 08:33 AM ce!
Subjact: RE: Home Depot Notice of Preparation (NOP)

Angela,

Is the public allowed to obtain a full sized scale drawing of the proposed Home Depot development? if so,
I'd ke to know whe | could contact, § have the ong included in the NOP but its rather small and | was
toping to get my hands on a larger version,

John Carver

From: Angela_Reynolds@longbeach.gov [maitto: Angela_Reynolds@longbeach.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 06, 2004 2:30 P4

To: jcarver@chosouthbay. com

Subject: Home Depot Notice of Preparation (NCP)

This is the NOP . please send back a response of receipt and your mailing address, so we can kesp you
updated.

thanks

Angela Reynolds, AICP

Advance Planning Officer

Acting Environmental and Community Planning Officer
City of Long Beach

(562) 570-8357
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To <ken@pacificcoasimanagement. corm=, <beimortheighls@hotmail.coms,
w =diane@iranspacine.corn= <info@bgreenbelt coms=
=angie@pacificcoastranagerment com>, <joesapoi@earthlink net>,
=mthomson@pominlernat.coms, <ticcta@in heteom.com=, <ashokdu@acl.com=,
=betydaviftashonet>, cmegan@paciceoastoranagement, coms,
<Stonaybrookmanagen@yahos com=
oo <anreyno@ongbeach.goy=
Subject: W Home Depot ProjectPresident of University Park Estatas

"Goldherg, Benjamin
=<Beniamin.Goldberg®
morganstanley.com>
Q082004 01:217 PRI

This project will affect everyone who uses the 7th street enfrance to our city or Loynes Drive o enter our
little piece of paradise in East Long Beach. | need a collective voice fram all of the Associations to Angela
Reynolds{anreyno@longbeach. govl at the City Pianning Dept., time is of the essence. See below for our
meating date with Frank Colonna addressing how we can do the right thing with the property in question.
Fiease respond to my private e-mail; COUNCILMANE 20l com, due fo the political nature of this ratenal.
Thanks and | hope t0 see a representative with a letter to the cily from eveny association included in this
e-mail. Thanks.

Benjamin A. Goldberg
Morgan Stanley

Branch Manager
Vice President
Encine, CA #243
B18-907-2434

Blumenthal Ann N To: "angela_reynolds@ongheach. gov'”
<Ann.Blumenthal@phs.com> =angela_reynolds@Hongheach. gov>
041082004 01:53 PM (Lo

Suhbject: The mesting last evening
Angela, _
I would like to understand who is paying for Government Solutions to be involved in the effort o
offer crective solutions to mask the problems that Home Depot brings to East Long Beach.

The meeting certainly showed how much we enjoy were we live and that this may become the folks
of Long Beach vs. Home Depot. And very frankly, their twisting of the jruth wili not bode well as this
process progresses.

I thank you in advance for your response to my question,

Thank von
Ann

Ann Blomembal, PAP

IBM Giohal Services

Advisory Project Manager
T14-726-6248 {Voice}
714-754-3756 {Fax)

16877 Thidpagenci.com (Pager)
ann.blumenthal@phs, con {smail)
axblumen@us.bim.com (email)



Mike Baker <mikshef@junc.com> To: anieyno@iangbeach gov
CHOBI2004 11:52 Al oe .
Subject: Praposed Home Depal @ Studebaker & Loynes - Meeling 4/7/02

Just a short notz Lo let you xnow that “here is somecne living ar vho
area Tiat favors of the projacl. On Lne sorifsco il aopesrs minimally
lptrusive in tormsz of appezvance and trsific congestion. I am a
corzaistont customer of Home Dooot and belisve the proposed locallon would
be very convenient.

Dorealire The meeting was intencded to develop local arca environmental
concerns, To that end my only guestions irvolve the additional tratffic
that would be generated by the projsct, Specifical’y:

1. Are the transition roads between 7Tthi22 Fwy and Sludebaker adequate?
2. ¥Whst charnges would be regilred te handig the additional traffic al Lac
intersection of Pale verde & Loynes?

1. How will this project iateract with any develonmern. at the Boeing

property im Eezil Bozcoh?

I expect it's going to be inpossible to resolve The NIMBY sttituds
expressed a- the nceling o the Teh. These oecple aave worked themsolves
inLle a Iraney Zikae & Footbell oep vrally. kothing sport of lining

Scvdebzyer with talli trees will ewver bo an sococopilable charnge.
Good duck! X'y afraid your going to need it before 2t's over.

Wike Baxexr



April §, 20664

s, Angela Revnolds
Envirgnmental Officer
333 W. Ocean Boulevard

7™ Fioor

Long Beach, £A 90802

RE: LONG BEACH HOME DEPQT FROJECT EIR

Potential Impaces Agsociated with the propesed project:

Light #nd (Flare: Light from building, parking area and sccurily lighiing. Substantizl light adverscly
affecis day and nightlime views,

Alr Quality: Substantisi pollutant concentrations PM 10, carbon monoxide and ozone violates air quality
standards, Long-term air quality hnpacts related to wraffic and shott term related to construciion.
Considerahle net increase in air pollutants,

Wildlife, Wetlands: Substantial adverse elfool thropeh direct remaval,

Hazardous Materials: Site is cerrently on a haeardons material list compiled by the govemment. Hazard
lo the public nvolving release of material into the environment through routine transpost, use or disposal of

hazardous materials, Hazardous material concerns within one-guarter mile of an exiting school.

Noise: Generation of noise level in excess of standards established m the local general plan or noise

" ordinance or appilicable standards. A substantial permanent increase mn ambient naise levels,

Transportation/Traffic: Substantial increase in wafTic in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity
on Studebaker, Weshninster, 2™ Street and PCH -- which is already congested. Substantial increase in
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads or conpcstion al inlersections will
exceed 2 level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads.

Wastewater Treatment Faeilities: Increased demand for the ireatment of used water. Construction of a
private Iift station with an equalization tank, odor contrgd system and force main o convey scwage to the
Long Beach Water department which could cause significant envirgnmental 2ffects. The force main would
run undergrouad to the Loynes Street bridge, be mounted on the bridge and then continve underaround in
{he sireet 16 2 comRection point on Vista Street.

Findings: This project will cavse substaatial adverse cffects through an increase in crime, vandalism, trash,
leitering, noise pollution, trallic congestion and loss of wetlands.

Maria Wyatl
6329 Fust Eliot Street
Leng Beach, CA 90803

% Check the nox 1if vyou
wish Lo ke

gdded to the =IR
nolLification

17



Reynaskersi@acl.com To: Angela_Reyonglds@iongheach.gov
Q4122004 09:31 Al co: StapHomeCepol@acl.com
Subject: Long Beach Harme Depot Proposed Project

April 12, 2004

Lity of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Blvd,

Fth Floeor

Long Beach, Ca 50802

Att: Angela Reynolds, Environmental Planning Cfficer

RE: Long Beach Home Depot Project
Bear #s. Reynolds:

I am properiy owner in University Park and Mr, Goldberg our PREZ views on gating our community
does rot represent my family interest.

I am not interested in changing the existing type of lond use permit currently applied fo the Tank
Farm Properiy. I am not interested in creating more pollution to impact the wet londs and bird
habitals.

I am against having to build a concrete-lined holding tank for sewage, which would create a stench
during discharge. I further object on the greunds that our water table is low and many houses in
our community have water issues; flooding and drains thet back up during rainstorms.

As taxpayer I am not willing to cover the cost of maintain our streets, s ¢ private community must,
As o member of this community T am willing to listen to any plon to develop the area as long as they
keep with in the existing permif uses.

Sincerely,

Reyno M. Akers

470 Margo Ave,

Long Beach, CA 90803

Phone 562-430-1249 Fax 552-594-6841
Reynaokers@aol.com



“John Wyatt"  <Johneiwyati@msn.com= To: <anrgyno@longbeach gove
oo Q112004 07.53 PM =StopHomeDapoti@AOL com>
Subjeck. LONG BEACH BOME DEPOT PROJECT EIR

Cear Ms. Reynolds,

Re: Stop Home Depot on Studebaker i Long Beach

| @i sending this attachment of the comments that you requested regarding

the enviranmental impact issues.

| also what fo say that as it stands the power plaint creates 3 steady

vibration and hum that has increased over the years, causing

the the WINDOWS TO RATTLE all the ime-- Day and Might! Aceompanied by a
extramely loud blast of steam that is deafening

for about 2 minukes. There is no need to add to anymore pollution.

Jack Wyatt (See attached file: StopHomeDepot.doc)

Cechubert33@aocl.com To: anreyno@Zlongbeach.gov
O471 32004 05:56 PM cor StopHomeDepol@aol.com
Subject; {no subject

}am strongly opposed ko the proposed building of Home Depot at Studebaker and Loynes Drive for the
fo!]c:wing_ regsons:

| drive hems atmost everyday through that intersection and it will add significant time to my daliy
comimute.

I run on & regular basis on our neighborheod, and | would be breathing poorer quality air because of the
great increase in automobile traffic.

Qur sewers can barely handle it currently when we get a heavy rain. | believe that having a Home Depot
would create major problems in our sewage system.

I believe there would be increased crime in our ngighborbood.
I believe it would adversely affect property values,

Thank you,

Sincerely,

Conald K. Schubert



April 8, 2004

iz, Angeia Revoolds
Envirgnmental Officer
333 W, Qcean Boulevard

7 Floor

Long Beach, CA S0362

RE: LOMG BEACH HIOME DEPOT PROJECT EIR

Potential impacts Associated with the proposed project:

9.

11}

11.

12,

10

Light and Glare: Light from building, parking area and securiny hghling. Substantial Haht adversely
affects day and mighttime vicws,

Air Quality: Substantial pallutant concentratians P 1, carbon inonoxide and ozone viclates air quality
standards. Lonz-term air quality impacls related o tratlic and short term related to construction.
{onsiderable net increase in air pollutants.

Wildlife, Wetlands: Substantial adverse effect through direct remaoval,
Hazardons Materizls: Siic is currently on a hasardous material list compiled by the government. Hazard

to the public involving release of material into the environment theough rouline transport, use or disposal of
hazardous materials. Hazardous material concerns within one-quarter mile of an cxiting schogl

. Moise: Generation of noise level in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise

ordinance of appilicable standards. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels.

. Transportation/Traffic: Substantial increase in traffic in relation to the existing raffic lead and capacicy

on Studebaker, Westminster, 2™ Street and PCH -- which is already congested. Substantial increase in
cither the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads or congestion at intersections will
excecd a level of service siandard established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads.

. Wastewaler Treatmeni Facilitivs: increased demend for the meatment of psed water, Consteaction of a

private Jift station with an equalizatton tank, odor control system and force main to convey sewage 1o the
Long Beach Water deparfment which could cause sigmlicant environmueneal effects. The force main would
rut underground to the L.oynes Sireet bridee, be mounted on the bridge and then continue ynderground in
the street (o 2 connaction point an Vista Strect.

Findings: This project will cause substantial adverse effects through an incresse in crime, vandalism, rash,
loitering, noise pallution, traffic congestion and lozas of wetlands.

John W, Wyan

6320 East Clist Street
i.ang Beach, Ch 90803 X Check +the box 1f you
wisk <o he

a2dded to the EIR
notification




Blumenthal Ann N" To: *Angela_Reynolds@longbeach gov'”
<Ann.Blumenthal@phs.com> zAngela_Reynolds@longheach gov=
041212004 1100 Ahd oo

Subject: RE! The meefing last evening

Thenk you for pelting back to me. [ hod suspected as much. This is not going to go avway easily f can fell. and as you
serw for yourself the people of this refghborfood will not suppord this. But I appreciate that we have fo say no fairly,

‘Thank you
Anin

Ann Blumeathal, PMP

iBM Global Services

Advisory Project banager
714-226-6248 {Voice)
714-734-3756 (Fax)

16877 16@pagemel.com (Pager)
ann. blumenthaliiiphs.com {email}
axblumen@us. ibm. com {email)

From: Angela Reynoldsi@loncbeach pov [mailic: Angela Revnoldsi@longbeach.pov]
Sent: Monday, April 12, 28064 10-50 AM

To: Blumenthal Ann N

Subject: Re: The meeting last evening

Serty it has taken a few davs to get bagk to vou and answer your queshion abont
"Government Sclations”. | contacted Government Solutions, Inc. to get their exact
title. They are "entitlement consultants” who specialize in commnnity relabigns. This
means that they are a private company, offering services to developers.

They are in ng way affilizted with the Cily of Long Beach. | did not hire them and, quite honestly, don't even knerw
them. Afier making several telephone calls, it is my undersianding thar they were hited by Heme Depot o help them
with entitlement process and community relations.

Cne of the Government Solutions emplovecs said that they have a website, which is, povsol com.

Angela Reynalds, AICP

Advanee Planning Officer

Acting Enviranmental and Community Plaaning Gfficer
Cily of Long Beach

{(362) 570-6357
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LE1]

"Bluntenthal Ann N To "angela reynolds@longheach goy
<Ann.Blumenthaligphs.com=> <angele reynolds@iongheach gove
044082004 01:53 PM fuloh

Subject: The niessting last evening

Angela,
| would like to understand whe is paying for Government Soluttons to be involved in the effort to offer creative
solutions to mask the problems that {lome Depot brings to East Long Beach

The mecting certataly showed how much we enjioy were we live and that this may become the folks ol Long Beach
vs, Home Depot, And very frankly, their twisting of the tuth will not hode well s this process progresses.

I thank you ir advance for your respomse i my question.

Thark you
Ann

Ann Blwmenthal, PMP

3% Giobel Services

Advizory Project Manager
T14-226-624% {Voice)
Ti4-783.3756 (Fax)

16377 76uipagemai.com {Pager)
ann.blumenthal@phs.com (email)
axblumen@ns. ibm.com (email)

|2
[EF]



Blumenthal, Jos L SOPLS" To: "zmeynpi@tongheach.gov™
<jlblumenthal@ShellOPUS. com> <anreyno@longbeach.gove
GEM13r2004 02,37 PM [ v

Sutjadt Home Depot Development

Ms Reynolds, | have sent you previous cormespondence on input to the EIR for the proposed Home Depot
project an Studebaker, but | have finally looked st the draft EIR available on-line, and | have a few further
comments that lead to some items I'd like to see increased on the potentizl impact scale of the initial
checklist, '

Sectlion XI - Moise - b} - Exposure of parsons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibrations or
groundbornme noise levels? Cuirently indicated at Less Than Sigmificant Impact - This will indeed have
potentially significant impact to groundborne vibrations and noise to miyself and others living on Vista St
and in two ways.

First there are already significant groundborne vibrations coming, | believe, from pumping the sewage
along the 8" line under Vista St This is significant at my house, as windows and doors rattie rhyvthmically
for long pericds at diferent times of the day, and very much noticeable in the early marning haours,
Increasing the sewage delivered along this line will have potentially sighificant impact in this manner, |
have no donbt.

Large trucks will undoubtediy run alang Loynes, and therefore | know that there will be significantly
increased ground noise and vibrations due to thelr passing. | am curently sithing within 50 feet of a strest
fraveled by big rucks, and if you were here tao, you would have no doubt that there is a significant noise
and vibiration associated to their passing. My house, and certainly my backyard, are within 50 feet of
Loynes. | have expactations that the level of interest on this will be raised to Potentizlly Signifcant Impast
and studied appropriately.

Section XV - Transportation/Traffic - Substantially increase hazards due fo a design feature. .......7
Curently indicated at Less Than Significant Impact - Lovnes is a8 substandard {substandard by
obviensness and experience) and unstable road bed, as well as Studebaker having several unstable
areas. Increased traffic will not potentially make this worse, it will make it worse. in very recent imes
Loynes has had barriers instalied to keep people from running their cars off the road, because they were
erashing regularly from the bad road {and probably spead), and as well prior to the most recent repair, it
was reduced to one lane and a much tower speed limit. Why? Because it can he dangerous. Why?
Because it has & bad design. Will this substantizlly increase hazards. Yes. How could you come {o
another conclusion? More traffic, fastar deterioration of a bad roadway, bigger hazard. Simple.

| urge that this be upgraded to Potentially Significant Impact and studied thoroughly.

Also, | don't see anything on the dralt EIR that would include what the increase traffic load in volume and
size could potentially do to the underlying s0il surounding the poor roadbed on Loynes, 85 possibly
indicated in sectioh V. Gaology and Soils. | would expeact that there can be other questions asked in this
section besides what is on the checklist. | am very concernad that the increased trafiic could potentially
spread the instabiity of the soils of what is now just under the roadbed to the area surrounding the
roadbed, and this would include the area mmmediately next ko the roadbed, which is cur property and the
properties of my neighbors.

Fiease, if there are problems with my requests, | would like to understand how they could be improved or
directed elsewhere if necessary.

Kegards,
Joe Blumenthal



£252 Vista

AntiSer@acl.com T anreyno@ongbeach gov
0441212004 05:45 P ce: SlopHomeDepot@acl com
Subject: Stop Home Depol

As noted in Changemakers.nek, the wellands are an endangered ecosystem. The most recent culpsit is
indusirialization. Industrialization brings waste, pesticides, fertiizers, metals, hydrocarbons, road debris;
all which are major pollutants made up of large tracts of impermeable surfaces. Because such surfaces
prevent rainfall from percolating into the soil, they hasten the flow of waste into wetlands. Such surfaces
raise ternperatures of the water runoff, thus decreasing s disscived oxygen. Together, sl these factors
cause immense siress on aguatic life, and therefore the food web. Induskrialization is a catastrophic idea
tar this area.

"Wall, Shar {PBGY" <Ghari Vall@pepsi.com> To: "anreyno@lohgbeach gov™ <anreyino@langbeach govs
0441372004 10:55 Al cc: "stophomedepol@acl com™ <stophomedepoti@ac!. con
Subject Bixby Village Resident Says no to Home Depot

I ¢urrently own and live in a home loczted at BIZ24 Bixby Village Drive
{¥illage On the Green). I am completely against the Home Depot project. I
boliove 17 will bkring mach crime snc oollstion Lo Lhe arca. Plocass savo
thiz beautifel wobland, WildliZe zrea. Flease do not beild a deme Recot at
the Studebaker Tank Farm.

Thank vou,

Shar: Walli

Fepzi-Cola

Mational-Key hocoount KEanagsr
chono: 320-%27-7632
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Linda G VizzIni <vizzil@junc.com> To: anreyno@ongbeach gov
QAA342004 12:53 P cc: SlopHomeDepok@ADL com
Subject: Home Depol plans for Stedebaker at Loynes

T am very concernesd about the curvent plans for this Howe Depot. TT is
giveady Impossibile to make a lefst fand fturn within one signal from south
Dound PGl to North 2nd stroet. ¥t is also impessibie to 9o south on Z2nd
slreet IZrom Etudcbaker on Friday oavenings during rush hour, The fact
Lha: tnis land s wetlands znd, rather Lhan beirpg further developed,
ghoulda ze raclzimed as wetlands is wery irporlant. The wildXife andg
weslands will be negatively effectied by this construction.. The issue of
fezardees materials within a shor- distance of a school needs Lo be
address as well as tne light and glare which will adversely a¥fect
nighioiime viows. 1 am very much opoosed o this construction oo oall
levels.

Linds Vizzina, 7372 islznd Villagoe DBrive, Long Bezch, Tz 90803

Joyee datman <jdalprint@verizon.net> To: Angela_Reynalds@longbeach.gov
04/13/2004 0317 BM oo
Subject: home depot project at studebaker road

Ecar Ms. Reyvnolas:

Plgase put me and my haspand on your list as two more nelghkors wihe are
against this preoposcd profact. It Zs Line for the Cily of Long Beach to
regarc the comrmunity’s need whon planning mew bus’‘nesses. There ls
alreaay so much wastod daveloonent and Lhere are descrtod buildings
standing. Why [orce an unwanted project on a fomounity without “he
roacs and traific accoss Lo properly supoort iT?

We live in Dixkby Village and this incruslon would impact our zraffic
flow and iz corpisbaly tinnecessary. Additionally, thore Is mo need Zor
Fome Cepos, as thoerg are rany homg improvement shores surrouhclng our
ari,

Soncorely,

coyce and Cuzng 3z lirah
§60-1%7 Medford Cours
_oang Beaco, CA 90203
FEZ-BEL-3357



Martin Clancey <molvgl@mac.com> To arveyno@longbeach.goy
0441342004 0805 PM ce: SlopHomeDepot@ADL com
Subject: Home Depot

Angela Revnolids, Environmenlal Officer 04/23/04
323 w. Ocezn Blwd., 7T=h flcor
Long Beach, Ca. 30832

Martin Clancey
BGZE Bisby ¥illage 2v., #4394
Long Beach, Ca. B0223

lear ks, Reynolds,

I oppose the proposed bullding of a Kowe Depot store and other Zusinoss
facllities at cthe are of S5tudebaxcr and Loynes drive for Lhe following
rezs540ns., '

1. Light and Glare: Subglantial light adveorsely sffcct day and nightrime
views Ifrom my proporoy.

2. Air Quality: Long-term air cualily impacts related to “raffic, and short
term related to constriciion. Consideraple rnet increcase in air pollutants.

3. Wildiila, Wetlands: Adverss effect theowah direct removal.

4. Hazardowus Materials: Siue is current.y on a hazardous maserial iist
conpiled py vhe govermmen:t. Azzard to the public invelving releasc of
materlal into the cavivenmenithrough routing ilransporsz, use, cor diposzl of |
nazardous paterials. Hazardous Metersial concerns within cne-guaster mile of
an oxisting schonl.

5. MNoise: Generation of nelse in exceszs of standards established in the local
gencral zlan or noise ordinance or appliczple standards., B substantiz.
increase in ambient neise levels. & subsiantial temporary oe perindic
ingrease in ambisnt molsse,

€. Transporablion/Traffic: Subsiantial increase In treffoc in relalbionto Lbe
anisting Lra¥fic load and capzcity of Studebaker, Weslpins-er. 2nd streat an
FIE which i= alveady congested. Substatisl iccrease in eliher the number of
vehicle trips, the volume o capaci<y ratio on roads, or congeslion at
intersect.ons will exceed a level ¢ service standard to the cstaplished by
L sounty congestion mansgercnt zgency For desigrated roads.

T. Wazslowater Treatment Tacilities: Increased demand for the Ureatment of
"used" waltor. Zenstrestion of o privale [iff slatios with an equalizaticn
tank, ordor conlroi systom, oand force mzin Lo convey sewage w0 tThe Long Bezsch
Waler cdepartment which would cause signilicant envivonronbal esfocts. Tha
foerce walin would vun undorground Lo the Loynus stroct biidos, be mourced on
~he mvidge, and then continue undergrournd in the street ko a coanoe-ion ooink
on Vista sirecl,

5. tirdings: This prolfect will cause substantiz) advers effects through an
increasc in crime, vandelisr, trash, noise, loitering, pollukion, trz<fic
congest on, and loas of wetlands,

Sinceraly,

Martin Clancey
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"'Steve Bingham"

<shingham@cisco.com> To: =Anreyno@longBeach gove, <Angela_Reynolds@longBeach.gov
CEA 42004 0317 Al v

Please respond lo sbingham Subject: Home Depot

Hi Angela,

We have 10 month-old twiris and live in Universily Park Estates in East Long Beach at 6260 E. Vista
Street. | am a big fan of Home Depot and shop there regulariy. However, | must oppose the planned
tlevelopment for the following reasons:

1) Qur house house backs up fo Loynes Street. The street actually sits higher than our backyard so the
noise is at ear-level. it already keeps us from enjoying our backyard, and since there is no sound wall we
cannct imagine the degradation to the quality of ali the backyards of Vista Street residents.

2} The amaount of traffic created by such a commercial development would be excessive, For exarnple:
the Studebaker exit off the 22 West is not suited for the additional traffic; Loynes Street sinks in selected
spots which creates the frequent need for work and re-pavement. Homa Depot would exasperate this
situation.

3} The aifect to the property values of Vista St residents will be strongest of anywhere in University Park
Estates. Related to the Home Depot, it will be the nosiest of all the streets in the area and a major set
back to our quality of life,

4) Because we are so close to the construction, | expect there will be excessive amounts of dust and dirt,

Piease confirm you have read and received this e-mail. | would appreciate your comments, and including
this in the public record.

Regards,

Steve Bingham

Global Account Manager
Cisco Systems, Ine.

Tel: +1 310 866 2508
Mobile: =1 562 799 4205
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“Zall Adams™ <g.gmra@verizon.net> To: <amreyno@longbeach govs>
041272004 08:30 P coc
Subject: Home Depot on Studebaker & Loynes

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Pwiiting to express my extreme concern atrout the potention development of the property adfacent fo
Studebaker and Loynes, particutarly with 2 commercial venture such as the proposed Home Depot and
ather commercial properties development.

i live in Island Village and Drive the 805 Freeway sach day to work, The strefch of Siudebaker that would
be affected is already so congested that if often takes §-10 minutes to get through the intersection at
Studebaker and 2nd 5t. The addition of such a development would severely increase this iraffic and
rmake it next to impossible to travel through that intersection and stretch of Studebaker, In addition, Home
Dejpot opens guite early and takes delivenes from a large number of very large trucks. The added
congestion, noise, and pollution from this traffic would have 3 very nagative impact on my immadiate
neighbornood and potentizlly drive down the value of my property. In addition o all this, thera is
increzsed need for utility services and increased production of sewage that could potentially contaminate
the surrounding wetlands and associated wildlife,

I'm strongly urge the denial of this proposed project,
Zail . Adams

1 Keel Court
Long Beach, CA 30803

23



magolden@netzero.net To, anreyno@longbeach.gov
C471 442004 0904 PM oo stophomedepoti@acl.com
Sukject; Letter regarding opinion on Planning and Bud2iling in long beach

Mary Annc Goldon

&C2E Bixby Village Jriwve #44
Long Beach, CTA 2J803
Se2-49E-0%331

rpril 14, 2004

Zity of Long Beacn

Engela Reynelds, Envircenmental Officer
333 W. Ocean Sculeverd, Tth Floorx

Long Beach, Ch S0EC2

De=axr Ks. Heynolcs:

I am writing about the potential ouilding of the super Home Deoepol an Loe
corner of Etudebakcr and Loynoes Jroiwve.

I live nearby, and walX on the course of the water wey on the woest side
moarly every weckday mornaing. I oenjoy tne bird's coning ang chatter., IT is a
quicy, Zavaly wali throsgh the greens neiohbortcod nesr Eettering School
arounG To the little golf courso adjscens Lo Loyoos.

When I understoed the potential Home lepot being fui’t was 4 times the
aversge size, I became very concerned [or my ssfoety el cho salfaty of <he
animzls on my guick, pczccful walk cvory day 0f the week.

I ekink tihis Home Depol will ol o wsed [or rotall selling zlone, bot a
mrarsportaiion canter for goods. There is no cther reason te kuild so large.
Additional’ly, theie will be a vwory laroge fuorl tamk there- there is no other
roason [or Lhis bab for fueling trooss.

I do not suppert this.

I don't understand why 1IF his siitg 1s on & Harzardeous material Zist by the
gavernmont? IZ 47T i avivats Jand, why It s 52147 The owner is very
irresponsikle and Z find this incomprehenszsibie! This i3 arn igswe T will oriog
up with the attorneys that have been hired teo address the Home Dopot
bullding, MAXE them RESPONSIBZLE. 3o nob build bthere; clean It opl!t! And at
tha guwrers eXxcense who xade it sol

Ideally, the hazsrdous site wouoid ke clezned ap and madcc inlko a park. That iz
my drean. More olacos [of greal and small creatures to Live, bSreathe and

entoy Life in Long Sezch.

Thanx you,

Mavy Anng Golden
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Joe! Thomas <joelthomaa@mac.coms> To; <anreyno@Hongbeach,. ooy
Q452004 0942 AW oo <StopHomeDepol@acl com=
Subject: Opposed fo Long Beach - Studebaker site

Ms. Reynolds,

I zm & resicent of Isiand Village in Long Beach. I atternded bthe lLome Dopot
mesting at Kettering Zlemsntary on April 7th with an open xind. 1 was
SLsapoolnied oy how lIttle Eome Lepot planned to mitigate all the lighl,
nolsze and envircnmentz! oollytiosn created by Lthelr development. They seemed
Lo th-nk that by planting trees on Stuogebaser and putting the Dack of kheir
stere towards Second street fthoey wore dgoing grest things for this area. We
dc noT agree.

My greatest concern is for my son wno attends Hettering Elementary and the
other 300 students ang staff theve. What possible precavticns can e Lakan
T4 PRUVEHT hazardous materials being releasco into cthe envivenment while
“his site is rameaitztod and thaes boilt wp, DJon’t talXx to me about
nmitigations, this is my child s _ife wefre Talking zkouz, I ansoluzely
derand PREVENTIONSG. Yoo xnow £alX well vtheir playgecund fares Studebaker.
Une half mile furthar down SLudesakor, Mill Middle School students
parviclipate in Povslical Eduvcation. Allcwing thls develocomsnt is Lo say Lho
detericraricn o their phys-cal health 1s sccond Lo Lhe ancome gerlinod oy the
City of lLong Beach through vax dollars. This threat is not tempovasy, The
Licpacl on alr suality would ke perpenent. MNoise pollulblon and Lrafllic
darngers would Zprther chreazen these studepnt s,

Tre Cicy of Long Zesch has & 0oty o insure Quelicy of lifo For iws
residents,. Thers i3 moTe ©o this dubty than simsle fiduciary
rosponsibrlikies, Do not £all us.

Sincaraly

Hichoello Thomas

d6 Windjammer CT
Leng Zcach, Ch 2CEDS



"Paul Buika" <lbbutka@charier.net> To: <anreyio@longbeach govs
04142004 12:00 PM oc!
Suhjact:

Angela:

| 2m a homeowner and lve at G268 E. Vista Streal in University Fark Estates in Long Beach. | am writing
in reference to the proposed Home Pepot project at the current SCE Tank Farm ak Studebaker and
Loynes. Loynes is directly behind my house. My main concemn regarding this project is he potential of
increased noise. The traffiic on Loynes and in the general area has increased over the years and this
project certatnly will add to it Loynes Drive was repaved several years 2go only to add several more
inches in height, putting it quite a bit kigher than our backyard. Loynes parallels Vista. We now are able to
see the cars and trucks that drive along Loynes. The height of Loynes is now at or above our backyard
walls and therefore the noise level has increased significantly. If the Home Cepot project does nothing to
mitigate the increased noise levels that will cedainly accur, than | oppose the project. | would like to see
the project inchude a significant agsthetically pleasing sound wall along Loynes o help mitigate the
increased noise levels. [f 2 sound wall is included then t would most likely be in favor of the project. The
sound wall would also have to be maintained by the Horne Dapot project throughout time. '

| would alsa like the City to reconsider tha possibility of extending Studebaker to the south to eventually
connect into PCH. | know there are many apponents to this. This extension would help alleviste a major
traffic area along Studebaker, 2™ Street, and PCH. Opponents constantly say this will cut the “wettands"
tn haif, yet it is this same group of individuals and groups that has delsyed the restoration of the wetlands
now for at least five years, and most likely for 2 much longer period of time due ko increased rezl estate
values and oil prices. Second Sireet currently bisects the “wetlands” and yet both sides are able to thrive.
In addition, the concrete San Gabrie! river bed already bisects the "wetlands" south of Second Street(
near the extension of Studebaker). Almost five vears age the City had a plan befare them that would have
allowed the City to purchase a large portion of potential fulure wetlands at a very reasonable price. The
California Coastal Commission rejected a plan that would have allowed the purchase and wetland
restoration to move forward on a large portion of land that is considered a part of the Los Cewitos
Wetiands. Unfortunately the Coastal Commission was influencad by several individuals and groups that
appose almost every project in the City, including the Home Depot project. The Cily sat by ang did
nothing to hefp that project, despite it being a definite positive for the City of Long Beach, and has lost out
an the purchase of potential wetland acreage at a reasonable price. The City needs to recognize a good
project 2nd act an it when the cpportunity presents itself, Progress can occur an an environmentally
friendly basis, if planned propery. The City of Long Beach needs 1o continue to move forward and not be
stymied by certain groups that oppose any and all projects.

Paul Buika
lbbubafchancr et
362-396-6204



m cotfon” <mbcotfon@hatmail.com> To: angera_reynu!ds@!ongbeach.gm
0471502004 02:34 P Co;
Subject: Proposed Home Depot

[ have extremely serions concems about the proposed Home Depot project on Studebaker,
And I strangly oppose any and all variances requested by the applicant.

Iy concerns are:

“*irafiic

**noise

*#light pallution

**air pollation

**sowage treatment
**water polivtion
**impact on adjzcent wetlands
**impact on adjacent river
*4impact on ocean
**impact on wildlife

As a representative on the Southeast Arca Community Cluster Committes (General Plan Land Use and Mohility
Element Update}

| amn concerned that this Home Depat project is going forward before a General Plan for the arca can be formulated
dealing with the removal of these tanks and the future el this former industrial arca.

Mone of these land use decisions should ke made until these important area planning decisions are made.

Becsnse this 15 an the border of Crange Counly and Scal Beach, these povernmental entitics should be incleded in
this process,

Thank you for your attention. Please keep me apprised of meetings and docements Hat periain tao this project.

Sincerchy, Medinda Cotton .

Past President, Belmont Shore Residents Association
Member, Mayer's Transportation Task Farce

21 year resident of Belmont Shore

JKatzlli@aol.com To: angsla_reynolds@longbeach gov
044772004 12:03 P CG:
Subject, Home Depot

We are writing in suppart of the Home Depot planned on Studebaker, | am certain that with traffic
mitigation this would be an excellent location for 2 Home Depot that would be well utiized by the people
in the area. Thers would be very few if any negative effects on the area.

Iorry ami Laura Katell
5558 East Naples Canal
Long Beach, CA 90803



————— Original Message--——-

From: Angela_Reynolds@longbeach.gov [mailtorAngela_Reynolds@longbeach.gov]
Sent: Friday, April 16, 2004 9:53 AM

To: VLATYLER@aoci.com

Cce: lisa.willlams@isa-assoc.com

Subject: Re: Home Depot, Studebaker and Loynes drive

Hello

| amn the Environmental Officer for the City and will record your comment into the Draft Envirenmental
Repeart being prepared for this project.

As far as the petition goes, | know there is one baing circulated by the residents of University Park
Estates. You may want to contact the president of the HOA, Ben Goldberg, 212-6053. Thank you for
respondig and you will be added to the mailing list. k would be beneficial if you could &-mail me your
names and address for the record,

Angela Reynolds, AICP

Advance Planhing Cfficer

Acting Envirgnmentzl and Community Pianning Officer
City of Lang Beach

{5662 5TOH357
VLATYLER@aol.com Ta: anreyno@longheach. oy
O 542004 03:04 Fiv co StopHomeDepol@acl.com
Subject Home Depot, Studebaker and Loynes drive
Helio Angela,

My boyfriend is a condo owner at Village on the Green on Bixby Village drive where | also reside with him
it Long beach very near Studebaker and Loynes drive where the new Home Depot is supposed to take
place,

He asked me fo contact you reguarding this matter. We are both very against the idea of this store taking
place in our community, let us know if we can do anything to help stop the construction of it. Maybe there
is a petition we can both sign... Let us know.

Thank you for taking this matter in hand,

Sandy Gasseau and Véronigue Holmeas

viatylerfacl.com




Rabert Barretiaaepson.com To. anreyno@longbeach.gov
04152004 09:53 AM oo stophomedepot@acl.com
Subject; Long Beach Home Depot EIR

Cear Ms Reynolds.

| would like to go on record with my opposition to the proposed construction of a Home Depot {or any
commercial business) at this site.

We purchased our home over 20 years ago on Eliot Street in College Park Estates. Cne of the main
reasons was the fact that it was adjacent to ong of the few remaining open areas in Long Beach. The lack
of traffic and seclusion was a key factor in our decision. We have seen the immediate area grow
commercially and the resulting traffic and noise grow with it.

iy fear is that traffic 2nd noise as well as undesirable people frequenting the area will just bring the value
of my property down. We don't nead this business as there are already several Home Depots within
rinutes from my house that | rarely frequent anyway. As far as a restaurant is concerned. The area has a
tong history of failed restaurants in the area afready. | am also concerned about the condition of Loynes
Drive as well as the plan for sewage disposal. The animals that live at the adjacent wetiands will also be
adversely affected,

This is Bad for my neighborhood, bad for Long Beach and | urge you to consider abandoning this
unnecessary project.

Fespectiully
Rabert Barrett

G328 Eliot Straet
Long Beach, CA 90803

JTO27@aol.com To: angeta_revnolds@lonobeach.gov
GaAM 52004 0045 PO L

Sl.;lbjem: Home Depot

Angela:

My comiments regarding this project is simply that there is far too much traffic in the area as it is. We do
not nead another Home Diepot (or other large retall center) in this area. We are approaching gridlock now.
Further, this will undoubtedly have a negative impact oh what is |eft of the wetiands.

Jon Hales

5580 La Par Strest
Long Beach, CA 30803
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Rarin <katinricef@earthilink nat> Too angeta_reynolds@ongbeach. gov
0411502004 G724 P oo
Subject: home dapot

Ei Angela,

I'we just vead about The oroooesed Eone Lepot st STudepakor and Loyvnas
ard I'd 1likxo Yo be counted as screaming "NOY at he top of my lvngs.
Although Z'm -n Belmont Aeights, I can tnderstand the concorns of the
regidents in Universicy fark Eststes, There s mo way they won't be
impacred oy trmalfic from a new Sone cencer. Sut It's not just the
residents on the sast side of town who will heve To put un with moras
trzffic. Anyons uvsing Lhe 7ith Streck to hop on or cff the BOS/404
freeways will be affected., And I'm mot ceounting “he students Zrem
CSULB whe come from other cltiss. StwdsebeaXxer, 2nd Sitroock anag 2CH are
crowded enolgh without more retall centers in the area. I'11 el
those whc nave more ‘nformacion comment abouct the environmontal
ingacts ©To grea around wellands oull I'd like Lhocse lnpacts to be
considered very carefully.

Tharks g0 nuech,
¥arin Rico

3511 K. Eth Bt.
Long Beacn, 20EL4

Carmen Gross <carman.ai@ix.netcom.com> To: angela_reynotds@longbeach.gov
DAMGR2004 05T AM g slophomedepoli@acl com
Suhject: Home Depot

Tralfic in Lhe area of Stucedaser, PCH and Westminster is sc congested
that is b7 nearly iwoossizle to travel on weekends and lace alterncons.

I realize the iB government officials' wmain concersn is paying Zor theo
sarvices "reguired" oy tThe citizens of tThe city and Lhe Laxos gonorated
by thiz enterprise rmust ke very attractive.

Hut, jus:t onoe, could we conside: "guallty of lifev?
Carmon Grosz

£h88 Raviera wWalx,
Long deszvn, A 935C3



Wendy Munster <wmunsterfearthlink.nef> Ta: angele ceynolds@tonghbeach.gov
Q472004 0317 P o
Subjech Home Depot Cantar

Dezr Ms. Reynolds:

I wish Lo add ny nazne Lo LhosSe opposing Uhe constrod.ion of the Home
Mepot Center. n my ooinion, putting a shoooing CcompleXx at That
location would have a negatlvo effect. Zwven now, traZiic oiten nacks

up aiong 3tudepzxer as peoble head to anc from the freeways. The huge
ingrease in traffic volume Iron peonle entering and @xiling the complesx
at That location g zure to cause grid lock and isconvenience bokn
comrnuters znd area residents.

A secondary consideration would be the impect That dome Depol would
have on Billings Hardware. It 1s obwvicus from the events ol tho pass
fow months, thal thls community hesrtily supports their local bhardware
gmore. D owonld hate o zee Rillings Financial status furtiner afrfecoead
by the entrarce of this blg box cCompetiter.

I «now you have expressed concern about the traffic impact of such a
complex, Ylease cppeose this dewvelopment.

Sincerely,
Wondy A, Hunstar

383 Szy Shore Av., 201
Lorng 3=ach, Zh 93803
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"Sylvia Sim' <sysi deiphia.net>
mz;gﬂl::dmﬂ 4::3 ;;'.T @adeiphia.ne To_'. <Angela_Reynolds@iongbeach.gov.=

, o
Please respond 1o sylsim Subject; FW: stop them

Hi
| am a resident of Seal Beach that lives in College Park. The only entrance into our tract is on the

Studabaker off ramp. | have watked as much a2s 15 minukes trying to get out into traffic. | have complained
to Long Beach and they say that it is not their responsibility and that | need to complain to Cal-Trans, Cal-

Trans doesn't even answer my calls. If home depot comes o Studebaker and Loynes, | will only be able
to vacate or come home before & AM or after @ PM. The traffic is bad now, it will get warse if they apen
home Bepot. | den't know if | have a say in this but put me down as a "NO"

Sylvia Sim

180 Yale Lane

Seal Beach, CA 80740
562-430-7053

“MeCullough®” <wdmism@hotmall.com> To: =angeta_reynolds@longheach.govs
G4 52004 0815 P [+e

Subject: Home Depot at Loynes

Ahscluotely No! Long Beach has made 50 many poor decisions lets not let this
cne Tall intg the =ame arend. We have an Important, thoogh seell wetlands
there and the site could be developed with open space iz mind.

There is n2 suesh thing as a site conservative Bome Depot nor the anount of
traffic zlb would engender. Hor -hazve I ever seen = landsczped lome Dopol.
Trey all lock like they _anded whare = bomb went off so the land was nice
and clean with loTts of oeriing!

Sincerely, Linga ¥cCullouah 362-433-23746
33070 Z. Bayshore #Walk
Long 3eacn, CA 90833
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Denige Van Tassel <dvantasssl@icpaner.net> To: angela_reynolds@longbeach.gov
G4 82004 11:14 Al oot
Bubject Home Depot

I heve lived on Loynss Drive near bhetween PCH snd Bixny Village Road [or 14
VIR

I have witnessed so many enviornnentzl 1ssues get tossed zside in the name of
"orograss and capitalism®.

We de not need anything on top of wetlarnds winich nave boon porscevesd by the
City of Leng Beach along with your dedicated “Save tne Wetlands™ enployze
Lenny Arkinstall.

Lenny along with many otrers have been workling tirelessly with wery little
wohey and resources for over Uen yrars Lo <ocan oo Lhe wollandgs so tne animal
and native olants can szuvvive. How could anyone thisk of cormmercislly
deve_oping that site???

Lz you know once a s3ite iz developed it is Forewaer lost to everyone.

“here iz tons of traffic and all kinds cf shops within 2 mile of here. Costco
ans Gomae Coool sro 8 milos away., Do owe nood Lo pe iAo Loo oonbar of trafifre
congestion That would choxe The arimals avd bhunsnsg Wwith moare oolluticn,

Z lot of s nelghbors leave their wirdows shub :ight at night becausce of the
naise on FOH. T cannol lomaging mora oolsSa, A1 amd ground water pollution,
Bz it iz there are 30 Eany dcoiderts on Loynes and Shtudekbaker because of tThe
overcrowsing. Mhlso the Marketplzce parking lolb was rob prooerly instzlled as
wars run inlg cash olLhoer all Lhe Liae.

Theose s so little opern land left why do we mot listen Lo naturse and et 2t
remain thot way.

Trhe residents in this arce suck g esough exzavst fumes from 20H that T

cannot iraginze beling able o breathe much more.

TH# trere is anybhing T can g, let me <0cw. Scungs oike atTtorneys need Lo Jet
ipvalved.

Ploasa kaep o Informad of Lno siabus boloro zsnd oot ADTER Lt is approved,

Thank you,

Jenize Van Yassel
6323 _ovnes Ir.

Long Beach, Dz, 20343



Dikerd4{@aol.com To, anreyno@ionghezch.gov
05052004 03:34 PM oo StopHomeDepot@aol.com
Subject; Home Depot

| hope this is in time of deadline. | just wanted to add my self to the list of very unhappy residents of
University Park Estates. | have been to both mestings on this and | know vou have heard some concems
we have_ i think the biggest concern | have is the amount of traffic and canjestion this would cause our
neighborhood. We are suimounded with 3 ton of traffic now, with CSULE and BOING and the entrance to
the freeway behind us. My children won't and can't ride their bikes outside of our track due to this. This
would only get worse and more dangerous. | have other concemns a5 well, crime would for sure increase
and our neighborhood would be hit the most. Very upset about all of this there must be something better
for Long Beach. Janine Riter 430 Peralta Ave.

* " <angelbal 0@earthlink. net> i
05M0/2004 06:37 AM ;n.. Angela_Reynolds@longbeach.gov

Please respond to angelbald Subject: Re: HOME DEPOT AT LOYNES AND STUDEBAKER

Steve and Angic MoCord
6214 Emerald Cove Drivee
Long Beach, CA B0803

AkAEAA kIS udnERENE

Tre comment pericd ended vesterday on May Sth.. however, | will include your communication in our file.
if you would like to be on the mailing list regarding this project, please send me your addrass.

Angela Reynolds, AICP

Advance Planning Officer

Acting Envirarimental and Cominunity Planning Officer
City of Long Beach '

(8B2) 570-68357

" cangeltald@earthilink.net> a -
O5/06/2004 03'45 PM :‘E angela_reynolds” <angela_reynclds@longheach. gov=

Piease respond lo angelbaio Subject: HOME DEPOT AT LOYNES AND STUDEBAKER

We are sirongly opposed o commerical development at the comer at the eomer of Loynes and Studebaker,

this are is already miserable. We aircady have an abundance of stores such as Home Dept or Lowes. We don'l need
any more! What we do need is the shility to travel to and from our homes in a2 reasonable length of time.

Thank you.

--- agpelbal(Fieanhlink.net
--- EarthLink; It's your Internet.
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Balinda Freeth <bfreeth@freethmorez.com>
B5A052004 Q507 Phi
Piease respond ko bfreath

Ta angela_reynalds@ongbeach gov
oo
Subject: NOP for Hame Depat Project

Please include our comments below regarding the propesed Home Depot project on Studebaker.
We leel this projeet will have a significant negative Impact on the following quality of life issves:

« TRAFFIC:

Cr neichborhood oaly has four exnig/entrics, two of which are unusable at peak hours and weekends boecause of
existing trafie conditions already.

All riads in this area, Studehaker, Loynes and Westminster are eongested much of the time already with no ability
ter turm onto side streets for relicd.

Turing, the len years we have lived in this neiphborhood, we have witnessed a significant inercase in street tmifie
noise, air oraffic noise and air quality poliution already. The City should be working to hnprove these conditions, not
add to them,

* AR POLLUTION:

Cur children attend a schooi very ciose to Lhe proposced construction sile.

Demolition of existing tuel tanks can cause significant air quality issues and creates a potential cancer risk to all the
children and adubts whe attend angd weork at Keptering Elementary.

The trirck traffic penerated by an ouvtlet like Home TDepot wall further contribute to our already deteriorating air
quality.

+ CRIME

A project hke this will imercase the number ol wehicles and individuals whe "accidentaliy” {ind themsebves in our
neighborhopd — and therefore make vs more susceptible to those looking, for theft tarpets,

Unwarranied traffic will also bring potential danger to our chiidren whe live and play in our neighborhood.

* WETLAND [LABITAT:

O neighborhood is near an mparant water and bird habitat that this projoct endangers. These birds keep olher
natural elements of cur ecosystem in control by cating them. The loss of these birds weould have a lerrible impact an
the issues we Nve with on a daily basis, like insect conirol,

Sincerely,

Relingda Freeth
Raobert Mooz

340 Lnarcs Avenud
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From: Angela Revnolds@longbeach.gov [maiito:Angela_Reynolds@longheach.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 05, 2004 4:15 PM

Ta: Denise Van Tassel

C¢; lisa.williams@lsa-assoc.com

Subfect: Re; Fwd; Home Depot

You won't get a direct response. The purpgose of commenting on the Notice of Preparation is for the
consultant fo include environmental issues you've raised in the analysis sechion of the draft envirenmental
impaet report.

We have your name and address and you will be added to the notification list.

Angela Reynolds, AICP

Advance Planning Officer

Acting Environmental and Commmunity Planning Officer
City of Long Beach

{562) 5T0-8357
Denise Van Tassel <dvantassel@iopener.net= T angelz_reynolds@iongbeach, gov
05042004 0946 P oo

Subject: Fwd: Hame Dapot

I EAVE ROT ZRCEIVLE & ALSB0ONGE.

Jenise Var Tassel
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MFlemD0T@aol com To: anreyno@longbeach. gov
Q50472004 01:32 P cc: StopHomeDepol@acl com
Subject; EIR Commenls

Angcla Revnolds, Environmenial Planning Officer
City Of Long Beach

Drepactment of Planming and Building, Vth floor
333 wost Gecan Blvd,

Long Beach, Ca. 90802

We would like our comments imcluded in the Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Home Depot

at 400 Studebaker Road and Loynes drive in Long Beach, California

Our family hve in University Park Estates which is the nearest residential area to the proposed site.

1. Our family entertains a great deal in our home and backyard. The night skies will have a substantial
glare and light which would adversely effect our nighttime views in the area. Sleeping with lights on
will effect our rest. The wetlands will be effecied due 10 what will appear to be daylight all the time.

2. The increased poilution from this developmen will significantly affect the air we breath each day.
Most tricks run diesel fuel which have the highesi emissions. Cur future air quality will have a
potentially significant impact to our health and well being if this proposed Home Depot is developed.
The added traffic and congestion will increase air pollution.

3. Owr federally protected wetlands will be reduced and or destroyed with this proposcd project.

4. We are conectned and alarmed wilh the proposed waste water, Our watcrworks system currently
needs monthily maintenance just to handic the existing sewage. Many residence in our arca regnlarly
cxpeticnes problems with their pipes and plumbing btacking up into their hones. The waste water
disposal systems and sewer cannot handle the proposed Home Cepot sites waste watcr,

5. Purswami io Governmenl Code Section 63962.5 this proposed Home Depot sile would store, transport
and potentially create a significant hazard to the pubiic or the environment. We are concerned about
the possibility of a fire which wonld release a toxie mix of hydrogen chioride and other gases into the
air rom ferlilizer, poo! chemicals, paint and other hazardous products. This proposed site is near a
local elementary schaol.

& This sites land use and planting will dircctly effect cur community. We propose a moratoriun. Does
gvery picce of land need to be covered over with concrete? We want opon space, '

7. The roise from this project will increase. We bought our home because of the guiet neighborhood.
Deliveries will take place at Home Depot from 1:00 am until 3:30 am_ Delivery trucks in the carly
maorning hours will hinder our slecp and cause restiess nights which will prevent us from productive
days. The increase in ambient noise ievels in the projects vicinity will have a substantial permanent
impact on e quality of our lives,

8 Public service would be impaired with an emergency due 10 the increase amount of traffic in the
proposcd arca.

Q. Traffic 1s a major concern for most restdences. We are impacted enongh now with the existing
number of automobales wsing Studebaker, Westminster, PCH, and Loynes. If a proposed Home Depot
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were developed at this site the current roads would not be able to handle the added vehicles. The
guality of living would drastically change; for cxample: If each car had to wait another 5 minutes
each day in traffic that would amount to a minimum of 2 hours each month or 24 hours in a year. Lost
time In ¢arnings, productivity, volunteerism, family, friends, physical activity, and overall health in a
yeais thne all due 1o an erease in traffic. (This is probabiy the best case scenario).

19. The septic tank proposed for the site wonld store wastewater all day then transfer it during the night
across the Loyncs bridge. The smell would surely effect our environment both day and night. "This
projects demand on pur sewage systems would adversely offect the residence existing plumbing in
University Park Estates and the Mobile Park.

11, We feel this proposal for a [lome Depot or any other commercial proposal at this site would cause
subsiantial adverse eflects on the quality of our lives either directly or indircctly.

We hope the cily of Long Beach will reject this proposal.

Thank you,

Sincerely,

Wade & Marjorie Fleming
6252 East 5th Street

Long Beach, Ca. 90803
(562) 430-8427
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Kathie Crawford” <kncrawford{@verizon.nets To “Angela Reynolds” <anreynof@longbeach gov=
05/04/2004 11:23 AN oo <StapHormeDepot@acl coms=
Subject: EIR

Cear Ms. Reynolds:

We strongly eppose the proposed Home Depot project for the following reasons:

The impact of this development would add greatly to the fraffic in this already-overcrowded coriidor, The
impact has not been realistically measured by the developers and does not take into consideration the
potential impact of the Boging development in nearby Seal Beach, The freeway access, the traffic on
Studebaker, Loynes, 2nd Street, and 7th Street are already in fremendous need of ralief {if there is any
relief possible).

The plan for the infrastructure for this project is inadequate; the sewage plan alone indicated that the
developer is certainly not concerned with the impact on nearby neighborhoods, The City of Long Beach
should have more concern for a desirable and tivable residentizl area than to consider such a plan.

The impact on the neighboring wetlands would be totally hegative, This is a time to enhance such an
assel as a wetlands area, not to endanger it with air pellution, water pollukion, noise, lights, and increased
traffic.

This is a time and place for extensive planning to find a use for this propery which would it into the
surrsunding areas and fit with the potential fulure developments in the general area.
Thark you for your consideration

Kathleen and William R. Crawford
421 Linares Ave
Long Beach, ©A 80803

JWesty2i2@aol.com Te! anreyno@longheach. gov
05032004 0548 BPM oo StopHomeDepot@ac com
Subect: Home Dapot

Drear Ms. Reynolds:

i & a 42 year resident of T.ong Beach and currently reside in Frank Colonna's District south of CSULEB in
Spinnaker Cove. As aresideat homegwner, 1 would like to make it knawn that | oppose this Heme Depot project {or
any other project of this tvpe) for the subject location at Studcbaker and Loynes Strects. The traffic is already
severely conpested and the noise poilution also. The air quality suffers, and would suffer even further with the
addittenal car and truek 1raffic. There are several home remodeling stores and warchouses close by, so | see no noed
for another one a1 this lecation 2nd so near to some large quality suburban housing areas.

In summary, 1 do not belicve this is a suitable area or locaticon For 1his industrial type of retail nse, or any use that
increases o negatively impacts traffic or noise,

Thaak you.
Respeciiuily,

fuliz Westervelr

Homeowner
Long Beach
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“HELEN AVELING" <happyave@msn. com> Tor angeta_reynotds@ongheach.gov
05f022G04 11:07 PM [olvH

Subject: STOP HOME DEPOT

T Adg A RESIEENT OF ITX3Y VILIACE TOMMHOME COMMUMITY 1X THE W-CIHITY WERRR
THZ HOME ZEPOT IS PROPOSEDR 70 BE BUILT. I MOVED INTO TH: ARZA 4§ YEARS AGD
AFPTZR LOOXING IM VARIOUS ARZAS I L.A., PASRADENZ AHD ORANGE COUNTY OB A
TSEHEOME CCOMMONITY, OWZ OF TEE DETEZMINING TACTORS IN MY DECISION TO MIVE
TN "EIS ARER IS TEE FAIT THARYT 17 15 XOT OVEZRLY SAFTURATZI WITH STRIZ? MARLLS
AND SHEZZING CEHNTERZ---IT IS5 CQUIET AND THZ TRAILILT FLOW ON LOYNZES AND
STUDEBRXER -5 TOLERABLE. [ S0XFRER WITH NOMERCUS ALLLRCZIES AN SINUS
FROELEHS AHD THZ ERVIAOGNMZIXTAL IMDACT ON ATR QUALZTY WL, ZE TREMERDCUS. o
Dy XET WHEED TC USE EVERY I5CH OF LANE AVAIZNBLE AND BE OH OB OF SACHOTEER
LIEE C3RES IN A BARREL. THRRZ ARE MORE THAN ERCOUGH ASHE QZ20TS WITHIN A
SHORT DRIVING 23187ANTIE TO SERVICE TIE COMMURITY,

Z AM TOTALZY OFFQSED TO TEE BUTLDIKG OF AXOTIER HI0MZ DEPORT IW THT AZTA AND
WILL COMLINGm TG SUPPCRT TiIZ "ETOP HOMY DRBQTPT ROVIMINT.

E. AVELIND

purseglove <pursegiove@earthlink.net> To. =ameynofPlongbezch.gove
050172004 (6:33 P oo
Subject: home depot park estates

Joar Mz, Reynolos,

I am a resident at $3146 L. Tolorado St. and - arm conccrmed about The
impacl a busines: such as Homo Deopobt wiil nave on our communizy. T realize
Lrhat the [and has beern purchased. T would liie to suggost that perhaps a
retirement coomunity be considered for that arsz. B yetirement commonity
wonld in my opinion bring Zoss traffic and congestion to the ared.

Sincere.y,
Yolanda Furseglove
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Robert Stewart"” <stewartr@surfcity.net> To. =aneyno@longbeach.gov>
0SM1272004 01:25 PM cC
Subject: Studebakerioynes Home Depat Pioject

Dear bls. Reyna:

Fam writing as 2 concemed homeowner who would be directly effecied by the propased Home Depnt project
lecated adiacent to my ncighborhaad. T attended the scoping meeting in April and while 1 am initially opposed to the
project, a3 a realist 1 know thal the developer is not intending 1o lose money on the property and if denied this
project, could potentially put in place something much more offensive,

My house is iocated at the comer of &b St and Silvera, directly across from Kettering Elementary schand. We have
lived at the logation for about five years and have seen and heard many accidents on Tth 5t Additienally, at the
intersection right outside our kouse there is 2 stop sign at the T istersection. However cars coming off eastbound Fih
routinely blow right through the intersection. [ have called the police on a few occasions and ehcouraped them to put
a mathe officer at the comer and write Hickets ali day lomg. On a few socasions the Palice have complied but it is still
a BIG concern as [ have two young children, both of whom go le Kettering and bath have had near misses with cars
{requentby not even slowing dowa for the stop sign,

nly concern with the project is that tratfic would only increase expenentially on Tth 5t. and enconrage people lo cut
thicugh our neighborhood to got to the propoesed center or aveid Stdebaker altogether. My proposed sofution ta this
{and I have discussed this with several of my neighbors) is to close off the entrance from eastbound 7th St. onta
Silvera but stili allow an exit ando casthonnd 7th trom Stivera. This weuld discourare peaple from culling throuph
the neighborhood and stili allow traffic rom Keuering, etc. t; access eastbound Tih and the Treeways.

Altiiovgh 1 still am concermned with the overall project and the polential increase in traffic, pellation and koise, |
would be willing to suppen the project if University Park Estates were protected and hopefully my recomimendation
would be adopted.

I thank you For your consideration and would welconie and questions or comments yau might have,

Roben Slewan

6287 E_ 6th St

Long Beach, CA 90803

{3105 428-7713 - vodee/Cell
stewartri@surfeity net - E-mail
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"Jennifer' <jecamercn@charter.net> Te: <angela_reynolds@longbeach.gov>
Q4N SL2004 0318 Al coloo- -
Subject: Proposed Home Depot Project

Pear Angels,

| am opposed to any development of a Home Depot acijaéent io the Los Cerritos Wellands. The wetlands
serve as a hame 10 a vital tidslands community that hosts many shore birds and endangered aguatic
plants. I'm stunned that the city would even consider building such a noisy, high traffic development nexd
to this area.

| was unsable to attend the evening meeting but urga all the governing bodies te have a tourof the arsa to
see the hird life. It locks like vacant land, but driving by the area daily | see Red Tailed Hawks, Westemn
Meadowlarks, not to mention scores of sandpipers, marbled godwits, dowitchers, {ete )., that feed along
the banks of the waterway,

Pleases pul me an any mallingfnotification list regarding this project so | can stay beber informed.
Thank you,
Jennifer Canmeron

5% 634d Place
Lang Beach, 90803

s sk PR ———
=9 F ce
Please respond to "Ardoth Care® . Subject; Studebaker Home Depot

We would like fo express our strong objections to permitting Home Depot to put
i a large store complex on the tank farm site on Studebaker.

Traffic, crime, note, air quailty, sewage disposal, & damage o the wetlands are
& few of our chiections.

Sincerely,
Harry & Ardoth Carr



----- Criginal Message--—--

From: Blumenthal, Joe £ SQPUS

Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 200 1:46 PM
To: ‘Frank_Colonra@longbeach.gov’

Cc: "u2radahl@aot.com’

Subject: Home Depot Scoping Meeting
304

To the office of Frank Colonna

As 1 am unable 1o attend the "scoping meeting” for the proposed Home Depot and associated retail
project at Loynes and Studebaker, § would like fo make my concerns known for inclusion to the scope of
the study of this praject.

First, | am against this development for many reasons, but | would like to at least communicate my
concerns to be included for input at the meeting that is scheduled on April 7™ at Kettering Elementary
Sehool if this is not the correct forum for those concerns, please let me know 50 that | can address them
othervise, My concemns are as follows:

A LBReport.com March 21, 2004 report states that the project will require 2 Conditional Use Permit {retail
trade in the |G (Beneral induskial) zone), Local Coastal Development Permit and Standards Variance. |
understand exceptions need o be made occasionally, but not in this case, The zone is General industrial,
and not retall, and as an area resident 1'd like to keep it that way. A Standards Variance seems to also be
necessary, and again, even though [ don't know the details of this, our standards are put into place for 2
rezson and | see no reason (o issue a variance so this development can ooour,

The LBRepart com report also states that part of the scope will include a traffic study. This certainly is
sppropriate.

Driving experiences amund other farge retail areas suggest to me that turning left from Palo Verde on to
Loynes will becomne far more difficult than it is now, and will undoubtedly require a change 1o an unwanted
righit turn only or yet another teaffic signal. Neither one is a desirable option for me. And as well, tuming
left from Loynes onte Palp Verde is sometimes difficult now as it is during rush hours, but added tratfic will
rmzake it extremely difficult, especially so if there is straight through trafiic coming out of the proposed retait
area,

i is my experience that the majority of rush hour traffic south bound on Studebaker at Loynes makes a
right turn on Westminster, and the majority of that raffic continues through towards Belmont Shore.
These are both very heavily congested areas during rush hous, and if you add into that more traffic from a
large retall area, then it will certainly make that area one fo be avoided, leaving even more pecple fo opt
for the Loynes route through to PCH and the surrounding area. And because the majarity of traffic ravels
this route, continuing Studebaker through to PCH won't alleviate the situation.

The noise from the increased traffic on Loynes will cerainly disturb my peace of mind and enjoyment of
both the inside of my house and especially my back yard. | moved to this neighborhood because of the
location and guist. It is a nice and quiet neighborhood, and the noise from increased traffic an Loynes,
which will no doubt include many heavy woirk and delivary trucks travelling back and forth to PCH, will
change that significantly. You don't need a study to figure that out.

| question what the increased traffic, including the inevitable heavy work and deiivery truck traffic, will do
to Loynes physically, driving wise and safety wise. This roadbed is not stable, and apparently never has
been. I've seen it sunken and fixed and sunken and fixed many times in my years in Long Beach, and itis
sunken again 2fter only 3  year of so from the lagt time it was fxed. | believe the increased heavy traffic
will turty this road into 2 3 cfass road unsuitable for driving in shorter and shorter periods of ime requiring
constant repair and reconstruction. :



| question what the increased traffic will do to the underlying ground structure that surrounds the roadbed
on Loynes. Considering hew unstable Loynes is now, will the increased traific, especially a teavier traffic,
cause whatever it is that makes Loynes so unstable now to spread to the area underiying our houses?
This worries me a lot. Apparently the area underlying the houses in the area is pretty stable at this ime.
Certainly as compared o the road, but we are right next to the road, and if this tack of stability spreads, it
could be disastrous for us, Could this change the out gassing properties of the underlying earth and fill
surrounding Loynes so that the deadly gasses now managed are no longer manageable, o manageable
at what cost?

{ question what the increased heavy traffic will do lo the bridge that spans the channel,

I question the noise and mess of site preparation and construction of this area. The tank farm will need
soil remediation, I'm sure. The remediation efforts and construction would require big rig fruck after big rig
truck after big rig truck to fravel either Loynes aor areas already congested during busy hours. And no
malter the requirements set on the companies invoived they are still going to make a large, noisy, dirty
mess during the process. Experience tells us this.

The proposed parking avea: | would like to sea the proposed parking area reviewed for fitness in today’s
context. I'm not sure if the parking space reguirements have changed lately, but if they haven't changed in
the tast year ar so, then the old requirements are obviously out of date. Any of the NEW parking lots I've
been in for the last couple of years, and there have been several, are grossly out of touch with the reality
of what people are driving today. The lanes are not wide enough, the spaces are nof wide enough, and
the spaces are not long enough for today's cars, trucks, and suv's.

t question what the rain water run off from the roofs and parking erea wifl do to the water quality in the
channe! and bay area. There would be a significant amount of oily runcf from an area as large as the
proposed map, 'm sure,

Nighttime light poliution. I'm not sure what a sensitive recepter is, but | have a good view of the Eastem
sky at pight now, and | enjoy star watching in the evening. It is one of the few areas in the cily where you
can aclually see stars, A targe retail area with the resulting lights will significantly efiect my nighttime
viewino, and certainly take this from my family and neighbors.

There is no mention of noige to be included in the scope. Outside public address systems from
restaurants calling parties o their table, pages for help in the lumber area or whatnet, phones ringing so
they can be heard from far away. These and other unknowns from 45,000 square feet of "o be
determined 1ater retail establishments can be very disturbing at night and during the day too. Alot of
people work other than 8 - 5 and need to steep during the day or go to bed very early evening.

Secondly, we read the Press Telegram except when out of town and ali of our mail, t was quite surprised
to find 2 meeting was going to take place withaut any prior notification, that | am aware of, to the
neighborhood. Was there a notification that | missed? This would be a very important meeting for
residents in our neighborhood, and of the few neighbors I've talked to, no one had heard about it if it were
not for ancther neighbor passing out information on the topic. This does not sit wall with me.

Repards,
Joe Blumenthal
8252 Vista



University Park Estates

May 2, 2004

Angela Revnolds
Environmental Planning Officer
c/o city of Long Beach

133 West Ocean Bivd., 7" Roor
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: OPPOSITION TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION
Dear s, Reynolds,

‘These are some of the concerns expressed (o the U P EN.A. board members and is an attempt to
compile the opinions of many who have attended recent mectings.

1 AESTHETICS (Al responses foliow the numbers and letters in the N.O.P.}

a} Potentially significant impact.

The conclusion of ‘NO IMPACT” is arpuably falsc. The developers have already
removed a long row of beautiful adult trees and large screemng hedges which blocked the
communitics’ view of the storage tanks from the adjacent park, neighborhoods, streets and
wildlife preserve.

Thousands of migrating and nesting birds used to enter and exit the canals and estvary
connected to this parcel from the demolished vepctation. Large and small nesting specics
have already been displaced. Sub-species and their vegetahon bom {ood sources have
been ehiminated. The munber of nesting and migratory birds and their related species have
already diminished and an extremely sensitive ecosystem has begun to be disrupled.
Nothing is more beautilul than the symphony of nature. Tragically, the stape has alrcady
begun to shrink.,

The assertion that ‘no scemc vistas arc adjacent to this site” calls the veracity of this
cntirc document into guestion because this assertion is patently false and arguably biased
m {avor of ihe developer. The proponents of this document must not have visited this site
oF are legally of aesthetically blind. The view looking South includes the beautifully
forested bluffs of Seal Beach and the vast groves of Gum Grove Park., The view West is
onc of the most beautiful views in this area.



This adjacent arca includes panoramic views of the wide horizon which are now very
rarc in this town, it includes a multi-million dollar view of the sunset over the canals and
wetlands which are cormmonly erjoyed by tourists, visitors, photographcrs, naturalists and
our entire community. These scenic vistas include vast stands of native vegetation and
raw land. The view immediatcly West of this site is one of the precious few remaining
examples of native California before it was {ully wbanized.

The view to the North includes that of gorgeous Channel View Park, the Bixby mansion
and the Los Cerritos channel,

This channel supports our rowing center, fisherman, pleasure boats and a vast number of
wild species. Mating scals have recently returned to this area and have been observed
from Kettering Elementary School and the park which is immcdiately adjacent wo the
proposcd project.

A cursory review of photographs of this area must lead a neutral fact finder to
conclude that if these are not scenic vistas, such vistas do not exist. The pro-developmenit
bias of such asscriions is palpable and must be disregarded or viewed with the uimost of
SUSPICION.

Ib) POTENTIALLY SIGNTFICANT IMPACT,

The alorementioped trecs and hedges have already vanished. Removal of the retnainder
15 described in the plans. Has this area already been negatively impacted in a commion
developers trick to “Ugly Up” the site by exposing its negative aspects?

The trees removed and the remainder which will eventually disappear are visible from
State route One as well. The assertion that there are "no scenic resources in the vicinity of
the project’ is absurd and 18 an intentional misrepresentation of known facts.

Icy. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT;

The analysis on page 23 at Ic states that * the project site and surrounding area is
characterized by industrial uses’, however, this is only half true. This project would stand
only three to four hundred feet away from the South-East comer of University Park
Estates. This community is ameng the most affluent in Long Beach. Home values
presently range between $600,0600 10 $950,000 dollars. The cumulative family net worth
of the approximalely 450 homoes in this tract alone is estimated to be booween $750 million
and $1 Billion dollars. This area is only parially industrial. It is mostly high-end luxury
honies and wetlands.

Sentence two again crioncously states that “there i3 110 scenic resources in the vicinity™.
‘This again mistates the true facts. Please review the aforementioned analysis concerning
Sections 1 a) and I b) which describe the vast scenic resources immediately adjacent 1o this
proposed project. The existing visuval character has already been depraded by the removal
of large stands of aduit trees and the removal of large, tall and thick privacy hedges, We
steadfastly disagree with this sections {Tawed conclusion of a “Less than Signtficant
Impact’.



A clearly foreseeable degradation of the surrounding area is a virtual cortainty. The
proposed home center, restavrant and related retail will be bordered on the Notth and
South by huge canals which drain into and feed the State and federally protected *Los
Cerritos Wetlands®. Thousands of vehicles per day wili leak 01l and ethylene glvcol onto
freshly oiled asphalt. Their residue and others will begin routinely harming the adjacent
wildlife area as 1t exits the area through surface drains. The guantity and quality of the
areas wildliic will continue to decrease.

Tons of trash per ycar may be carried by the prevailing winds which are higher than
average due to this projects coastal proximity. The canals could turn into hupe trash
receplacies for air bome debris of ail sorts.

The negative aesthetic effect of a huge building matenals cenler must include an
analysis of the ever present problem of discarded construction debris. Contractors
routinely dwnp at or around their matenial spurce. Home Centers usually lock or foncc
their dumpsters so broken toilets, dead water heaters, old apphiances and every other kind
of discard begin being illegally dumped in the surrounding area. This acsthetic detraction
is irrefutable.

Residents recently had to call the City for four months just to bave one discarded ‘range
top’ removed from the South side of Loynes Drive. A small portion of the surrounding
area was a City durnp five or six decades ago. [t would be tragic to see many very visible
portions of the surrounding streets, open land and residential areas returned, to any extent,
to a dumping ground,

Ask a seasoncd contractor who bas had Ins hirst job in an urfamiliar area, how to
quickly find a building center. *You just pick up the trail of construction debris and the

more you see, the closer you're getting”.

. AESTHETICS

d} A potentially sigmificant impact incapable of mutigation is anticipated. The N.O.P,
states erreneously that “there is a sufficient distance between the project site and the
nearcst scnsitive receptors 5o that any potential impacts are expected to be lcss than
significant’.

Three or four hundred feet from an approximately $800,000 home is rot a “sufficient
distance’ in the opinion of the adjacent homeowmers or their neighborhood association.

This entire section of the long since abandoned tank farim bas, from Loynes Drive South
to Westminster Ave, been unilluminated for decades. High intensity site and perimeter
lighting will bath the immediately adjacent laxury homes and State protected wetlands
from dusk untl dawn. Unless these lights are shut off at sunset, or, at the close of
business, which 1s highly unlikely, their negative effects are incapable of mitigation,



Dozens of residents will be forced to close their blinds at pight in order 1o slecp.
Property values will decrease, adjacent sections may “go rental”. Residents wiil no longer
g0 to slecp with the bhinds open to awaken by sunrise. A continuing nuisance will plague
the area for decades to come.

Residents and visitors presently treasure their view of the sunrise, sunset, cvening stars,
the Moon and a magnificent array of astronomical evenis. Such views will be permanently
diminished or elimimated by the radiant glare of this proposed projects illumination. Such
effects cannot be effectively mitigated and it is a virtual cenainty that the signage and
outdoor illumination wiil be visible for miles at night.

Onc must also nol igrore the severe impact that constant illumination will have upon the
lecal biclogy, especially that of the Los Cerritos Wetlands. Experts have been consuited
and their professicnal opinion shall be fortheoming,

Present consensus is that the delicate biological balance will be irreparably hanmned.
Sepsitive ecosystems and food chains will vanish as the normal cycle of day and night
ends. Biological, linvirommental and other experls agree that the constant glarc of high
powered site illumination, signage and every present vehicles, will, severcly impact a vast
number of resident species. Thousands of rare or protected creatures will simply move
away or pcrish.

I AGRICULTURAL RESQURCES;

GENERAL OBJECTIONS
We respectiully disagree with the conclusion of ‘No lmpact” and contend that the
analysis supporting it is factually flawed. The authors of this document again display little
or no knowledge of the surrounding areas and their history, Is it mere oversight or
intentional obfuscation sianted in lfavor of the developer?

One of the Federal Governments largest California farms is 2 mere one or (wo minutes
drive from this project within the borders of the Scal Beach Naval Weapons Station. This
food source for our brave seamen, soidicrs and civiiian workers is mercly seconds down
wind on your average day, given the prevailing winds. Alr bome hazardous materials, if
presemt, and continung pellution, may affect existing and future agricultural uses if they
rain down upon this nrique farmiand. The appropriate agency is not cven upon the list of
thosc notified. Past employees and independent contractors have revealed that this project
area allegedly contains large quantitics of many toxins includmg Asbestos, P.C.B.’s,
Heavy metals including [.ead and Ferrous oxides. A prior plant manager stated that these
materials, and others, had been “turned under” on the premises for decades before the
P A, and that, the pround over there is hot!’. Shall graders and carthmovers ke allowed
to disturh the existing hard packed crust which may safely entomb these hazards? Do
these havards in fact exist? Shall toxic dust, if present, be allowed to be broadeasted
throughout the adjacent retirerment commumty of more than 9,600 residents and then omio
a hiuge farm? Shall the immediately adjacent schools, neighborhoods and wildlife arcas
suffer a similar {ate? This paragraph refers to State maps, were Federal maps consulted?



Or is 2 2-1/2 mile long and about 1 mile wide parcel which has routinely producced crops
for over sixty years not 2 farm? Again we must question the veracity of this document For
it seems entirely possible that farm land may be impacted.

Also ignored 1s the adjacent Seal Beach Leisure World Horticultural cenler in the Norih
West corner of this quiet comrunity. Hundreds of seniors eat vegetables and fruits grown
only seconds down wind from this potential hazardous materials site. These fine
individuals were kept totally in the dark about this proposal until representatives from
University Park Estates contracted Leisure World's retained counsel, William A. Wiiliams
of Pray, Price, Williams and Russell, in Long Beach, CA.. Mr. Williamns, Bill Norang and
the Golden Rain Orgamization arc now being briefed about these and other concerns.

Administrator B. Norang was very concerned stating anprily; “Why weren't we
notified™? “Give me the number of the Home Depot representative”, “[ am going to call
him night now!™

Seal Beach Mayor Patty Campbell is quoted in the 4-29-04 issue of the Leisurc World
News saying; “Every now and then we see a project that boggles the mind”, continuing; “Tt
15 almost comical”.

Agniculiural resources and their possible contamination is only one of many concems.
We also must remind the proponents of this N.G.P. that there are bundreds of edible
gardens full of fruits, vegetables and cuolinary herbs in the residential areas surrounding
this proposed project. They tog, fecd hundreds and may be negatively impacied.

Again, the analysis erroncously states that ‘the project site and surrounding areas are
characterized by industrial uses’. This 1s not true. The surrounding area is mostly a huge
retirement comumunity of more than 6,500 homes, raw land, the Los Cerritas Wetlands,
University Park Estates, Ketiering Elementary School, Island villape and other beautiful
surrounding neighborhoods.

Also, this N.O.P. erroneously deseribes beautiful Island Village as a “Trailer Park” on its
plot map. Such flaws must not be ipnored for they are material misrepresentations of
known facts.

IH AIR QUALITY; N.OP Pg 24

GENERAL OBJECTIONS
Cool, elean refreshing ocean air is of enlical importance to this entire area, It is one of
the prime reasons why tens of thousands of people pay between roughly four hundred
thousand 10 around ten million dollars per home. Many people visit this part of Long
Beach, Scal Beach and Los Alamitos siinply to enjoy our relabively ¢lean, fresh air,

Sadly, the last decade has seen a significant diminution of this precious local asset. To
many, a sacred (rust has been vielated by relentiess, high density development and its
attcndant negative air quality impacts upen this costal commurnily.



Lpon imterviewing long time residenis you'll fimd 2 common story. Ten years ago you
could smeil the salty occan air aimaost every night during the wanmer months. Today you
may smell it once a week, if at ali, and your eves itch and burn much more often.

During this period, bundreds of new homes have been built East of the Long Beach
Maripe Stadivm and West of Pacific Coast Highway. Thousands of additional vehicle
trips per day have nohiceably and adversely imnpacted this arcas air guality.

Thousands of square feei of retail space bave been developed or redeveioped. Marina
Pacifica’s redevelopment has attracted thousands of additional vehicles and their
pollutanis per day. Adjacent communities can smell the difference. Many condemn or
question the wisdom of such high density urbanization. They long for the lost oxygen
that forces our precious children and sacred elderly to breathe a litie barder with each
breath, but the permits issuc, and, the boilding goes on.

A new high density commercial use recently came m at 6500 E. Pacific Coast
Highway on the West side. *The Marina’ shopping center has similarly added thousands
of additional vehicles and their emissions per day 10 an alrcady overburdened air district.
The resulting iraffic congestion exacerbates the problem by Increasing the idling time,
number of starts and stops and total vehicle count. These are just 3 of the most offensive
prise factors in determining net cmissions.

It does not take an elaborate scientific study to quantify the net offcct. Local air
quality, on average, has dechned dramatically during this decade of expansion. Astute
long time residents are not easily fooled, for, “The nosc knows’. We neither need nor
desire morc pollutants and carcinogens.

Take for examnple the air quality impact of the recently built ‘In and Out Burger’ at
the mtersection of LC.H. and Westminster Ave. Most people love their burgers and
welcomed them to our area. [lowever, their French fryers can be smelled, at peale hours,
over one mile downwind at the Northemmost end of *Channel View Park’. What
concerns many is thal the innocent children playing at the adjacent Kettering Elementary
schoel often smcll the French fries, bot, not the exhanst emissions from the patrons idling
autos. Granted 1t is a small example, but it shows how far the negative air quality aspects
of this huge proposed project may travel,

{One need only consult the public record to icarn of the violations and fines levied
upen the ALE.S. powcer generating plant on Studehaker Road.

Edison, the prior owner, had abandoned several generators in place over the prior
decades. Their employees and representatives had assured gencrations of neighbors and
their representatives that they were never to be rebuilt for cost and environmental
reasons. Thousands of home purchasers over 1he Jast fifty vears have bought in reliance
upon the same representations.



Developers, realtors and local representatives assured purchasers throughout East
Long Beach, Seal Beach and Rossmaoor of the same urban development plan; “This eotire
arca is zoned and planned for guict, high end luxury homes, and, the power plants will be
phased out, voned away and relocated.” Unfortunately, the opposite was irue and our air
quality has suffered enornmously. Adding more high density comumercial uses will only
cause the condition to po from bad to worse. Presently, the abandoned tanks cmit no
cmissions, generale no iraffic or nolse and radiate no light or glarc. In a way, 10 many,
they are perfect neighbors. For years, the {ank tops have aiso hosted hundreds of nesting
birds as well.

Since ALE.S. International purchased the penerating plant, all gencrators were rebuili
and now rin almost continuously. Frequent white, grey and black smoke fans out for
miles depending vpon the wind direction,

A E.S. represeniatives and employecs have assured the surrounding communities that
“statc of the art elecironic controls have replaced prior systems which were as antiquated
as a ‘Model “T" Ford'. Wc have also been lold that the AE.S. and the LAD. W, &P.
‘Flaines’ plant arc harmlcss. Many long time “locals” have long feared otherwisc. The
number of occan fresh, “I can smell the sali water” days become rarer and rarcr. Again;
“the nose knows”. Shall additional high density commercial uses render such pleasant
air days a monthly or semi-annual event? Must children hear their clders lament and long
for the days past when you could smell the ocean air almost cvery night?

We respectfolly request that all parties considering this project review the newspaper
articles and regulatory findings which describe the record fines {or NLO. X, and other
emissions. Please recall and review the reeent mass demonstralion and national media
coverage concerning this plants apprarance upon a hst of the worst offenders in
California. Plcase do not overlook the *{erous oxide’ controversy when weighing how
much worse you desire this areas air 1o be,

We request and desire a comprehensive long term air quality study and hereby notify
you that a private investigation surrounding this ALE.S. facility and other large emissions
sources is being discussed.

Lvidence from past and present employees, independent laboratorics, various
professional experts, residents and their counsel, is being sought and anailyrzed. We hope
that our fears are unfounded, but, patio fumniture and fresh paint jobs get a dark residue
very quickly aronnd bere.

HIAIR QUALITY, N.Q.P. Pg24

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO ITEMS b), ¢}, &)
b} Thousands of additional truck and vehicle visits per day will without question
contribute substantially to the existing air qeality violations.



¢} This project will result in a cumulatively considerable net increasc in criteria pollutants
becausc the presently abandoncd tanks generate no vehicular traffic and emit no
polintion. Furthermore the type of vehicles attracted wili be primarily large diesel
vehicles and construction vehicles of all ages and sives. The exhaust emission standards
on the bulk of this centcrs customer vetncles are greatly relaxed or non existent. One
exempt’ truck from sixties can emit over ten times more exhaust pollutants than onc
meodern automnobile. The cumulative effect of the relaxed E.P.A_ and C A R.B. rles for
trucks and commercial vehicles must not be ignored for the patron traffic is atypical when
comypared to your average commercial use,

¢} *Odors’ will be a problem in the opinion Tom Le Brun, the City Sanitation Engineer
for this area. Odor will become a problem once the high pressure sewerage enters
Unrversity Park Estates because no odor contrel system is at the connection to the
existing line. [le predicts that we will smell it. Others forsce manhole covers bcing
blown off. IIxperis supgest that installing a new sewer line down Studcbakcr Rd. is the
cnly effective means of mitigation.

IV BIQLOGICAL RESOURCES  N.O.P. Pg25

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

We contend that this parcel of land should be rezoned in order 10 come under the
jurisdiction of our local Coastal Commission. One of several reasons, which shall be
[forthcoming |, is that the water ways on the Morth and South side of this parcel are
directly connected to the State protected Los Cerrilos Wetlands., A river of abundant life
exists on both sides of this propesed project and significant aspects of this parcel arc
coastal and nparian in naturc. We are presently investigating whether or not this waly
unique parcel descrves special status. In many ways, it serves as the head waters ol a
very delicate ecosystemn.

SPECIFIC OBIFCTIONS  N.O.P. Pg25
1V a) The opinion of local experts is that this project will have a substantial adverse cffect
upCH Rany species connected by the canals. We are informed and believe that candidate,
sensitive of special status species will become known upon thorough anaiysis

IV b) A substantial effcet upon riparian or sensilive habitat concerns a huge number of
people in this arca, Apain this parcel is adjacent to a very sensitive ccosystem and
conneeted to a “‘wetlands” area by two canals.

The N.O.P. states that the channel banks may provide "limited and degraded habitat for
wildlife”. Actual inspection proves otherwise. This entire area js teaming with wildlifc
and much of their food comes from the banks of these channels.

IV d} This section concludes that this site is in a fully wbanized area. Agaim, it is only
partially urbanized. Raw land and wetlands typify much of the arca.

Many are also aware of the important part this area plays in the migratory path of many
animal species. Whether or not it s “crucial’, i_s subject to debate. A well established
pattern of bird mgration has been ohserved for years.



V CULTURAL AND PALCONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES  Pg26

GENERAL OBJIECTIONS
According to Indian studics experts at C.S.1L1.B., the Puvungna Village once covercd
(he hills where the V. A hospital, C.8.U.L.B. and Bixby t1ills now reside. This entite
are is full of historical, archaeological and paleontological resources.

For over ton thousand ycars, the Tongva Tribe, the Gabrielino Tribe and the luanenc
Tribes thrived throughout this entire arca. Their history and culture must be preserved
and respected.

The old Heliman Ranch within Gum Grove Park is a short distance away. This arca is
ful of Indian pravesites and human remains. It is entirely possible that this area is as
well,

More than one person has heard storics aboul ancient bones and artifacts ou and around
this site.

We request that the repatriation commyitiee at C.S.U.L.B. be fonnally notified in
writing of any plammcd excavation.

The 1ssuc of whether or not there are any recognized sites will continue to be
investigated.

VIIT HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Many of this areas concerns aboul water and water qualily were discussed under the
Aesthetics section because this project has the potential to significanily impact this
resource during constinction and operation. The harm to the adjacent waterways and
wetlands seems unavoidable, thus, a negative acsthetic impact is forescen,

Many do not believe that the best management practices incorporated to address
pollutants will be adequate. Many feel that it is not feasibie 1o adequately minimire these
potential impacts. We are consulting cxperts and investigating.

In the past, watcr quality experts have told many that the Los Cerritos Channels
contam the cicanest inlard water for about fifty miles in one direction and over gighty
miles in the other. Many would like to sce it stay that way.

XKL NOISE N.OP. Pg 34
A significant increase in noise levels which will be incapable of mitigation has got

hundreds and hundreds of people very upset. Over and over again pcople have exciaimed
that; “the traffic and the noise will be terrible.”



Peoplc foresce hearing the hormns of diesel trucks over a mile away. Thousands of
additional vehicles per day will permanently render quict neighborhoods far less quiet.
Home cenicrs are among, the noisiest retail uses due to the much bigher than avcrage
number of trucks and commercial vehicles they attract. This use seems wholly
incompatible with the overall theme of the swrrounding areas.

Such stores are often stocked at night and sleep disturbances seem unavoidable,

Also, in fatrness, this dramnatic increase in noise must be viewed in the context of an
already significant increase in noise since the AE.S. Plant was rebuilt.

Now that the formerly abandoned generators closest to University Park Cstates are
running again, there is an almost constant array of sounds. A quiet roar similar 1o that of
a frecway in the distance is alimost always prescnt now. Also, an annoying ‘outboard
mator with out & muffler” sound comes and poes throughout the day and might,
Humming and hissing sounds have also become guite common.

Neighbors report difficuity sleeping, others tament not being able to hear the crickets
and night any more. Chirping birds have become harder and harder to hear in nany aregs
because therc is now and almost constant background noise. Adding a lot more noise
will be {oo much for many residents to bear. Again, the present tanks emit no noise and
Benerate no traffic,

Other common concerns inciude; property values will diminish, the rate of property
valuc appreciation will slow, large numbers of impacted homes wiil go rental, retirees
and others will receive a mandatory 5 or 6 A.M. ‘wake up call’, public announcements
will be heard in Leisure World, Island village and University Park Estates, and, wildlife
will be displaced from the Los Cerritos Wetiands.

Noise causes stress, the threat of impending noisc causes stress, many agrec thal a huge
portion of Council district 3 have not been this upset since therc was proposal to wm 7
Strect inlo a Freeway. That too, was a bad idea.

XIV RECREATION  N.O.P. Pg37

A potentiaily significant impact is foreseen by many people. Hundreds if not
thousands of additional vehicles per day will drive by at least ten recreational facilities
which do not appear on upon the maps attached 1o this N.O.P. Were they neglizently or
intentionally overlooked?

Does anyone truly believe that placing a high density shopping center less than four
hundred fect away from the entrance of Channel View Park will have ‘no impact™? If
they do believe this they are definitely in the minority, so many people bave said; it will
ruin this park!”

L



With vehicles come people, with people comes use, with use comces accelerated
physical deterioration. It seems clearly foreseeable that there will be and impact upon;
Channcl View Park, Kettering Elementary School, the jagging path along the Cerritos
Channel between 7" Strect and Anaheim road, Hill Middle School, Tincher Elementary
School, Eldorado Park, the Marathon and Bicycle path oo the East side of Studebaker
Road in front of the proposed project, the Bixby Village golf course, Maring View Park
Marine Stadium and the Colorado Lagoon. All of theses facilities are upon common
pathways to and from this proposed project. A significant impaci scems unavoidable.

»

XV TRANSPORTATION/TRAFTIC N.O.P. Pg 37

To quote the honorable Vice Mayor and Councilman for the Third District of Long
Beach Frank Colonna at the 4-19-04 meeting of the University Park Estates
neighborhood Association; “In my opinion, the E.LR. will be negative on the traffic
issue, along with environmental issues and this will not be approved.” He continued;
“Tratfic 15 a constant problem around here and we're stuck with it for now.” He
continued stating that; “The intersection of P.C. H. and Westminster Avenue is already
the busicst intersection in LA, County.”

In the Long Beach Press telegram the following day he apain stated: “I am very much
concerned about the traffic” surrounding this proposal.

These comments speak admirably 1o 2 major concern of the vast number of people for
mnles around. People simply do not believe that this area can stand an enormons increase
1w tratfic and that the benefits of this proposal are far outweighed by its burdens.

Respectfully submitted by the University Park Estates Neighborhood Assaciation
on behalf of its Board and its members.

6300 Vermont Street

Long Beach, CA 90803

it
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April 3, 2004

381 Margo Ave.

Lonp Beach, CA,
20803

City of Long Beach

Angela Reynolds, Fnvironmental Officer
333 W.Ocean Bivd. 7" Floor

Long Beach, CA, 90802

Dear Ms.Reynolds:

We want to strongly protest the building of a large commercial development at the
intersection of Loynes and Studebaker. There is already heavy traffic on these roads
going to and from the 605 freeway . Just improving these roads to a practical size wouid
be environmentaly disastrous to the neighborhood and to the marsh area we were hoping
would finally be restored. It’s hard to imagine the damage the traffic using these roads
would then create.

Sincercly,
Charles and Helen Bopp
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City of Long Beach Avr,1ls, 2004
Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer

333 W, QCecean Bl, 7th Flr,

Long Beach, Ca., 90802

Dear Nrg. Reynolds,

My wife and T live in Rixby Village near Studebaker Rd, and
Loynegs Dr,, & location where & new Home Depot and ather new
commercial developments are proposed for construction.

We wish to register our displeasure with such a proposal,

It seems apparent to us and to moat of our neighbors that
here In Seo, Cal,, particularly large metropolitan aress llke
Long Beach that we have oo much development and ceriainly
don' 1 need another shopping center that will have advarse
effects on air quality, will create sdditional ncise, traffie,
crime, trash and peliutien.

We already have shopping centers that are clesing for lack
of cuBtomers, We have within minutes, Town Center at Carson
and the 60% PFreeway, Narina Pacifica and Market Place at
P.C.H, and 2rd B5%4,, Los Altes shops including a Lowe's
ratall bulilding supplies, comparable to Home Depot, Lakewood
dMall and a2 Home Depot, Cerrltos Mall, Westminster Mall and
malls galere in Torrance and Carson and Pale Yerde,

Gur air now ia pelluted, ocur streets are jammed with cars
bumper to bumper, curb t¢ curb all day nearly every day.

We can't depend on our freewsys that are often stop-go duoe to
saturation,

FPlease, no more congestion. We don't need another shopping
center, o

what we need is space and clean alr, fewer cars and peocple,
not more,

We know retail sales provide funds for our citles, but there
is a 1limit which has already been reached, We are choklng now,

FLEASE, NC MORE.

Respectfu{iiéiﬁéf
Cz;hn M. Isbell

571-1902 Johm X, Dr,
Long Beach, Ga, 90383




April 12, 2004

Frank Colonna, Vice Mayor
304 Nieto
Long Beach, CA 93803

Re: Proposed Sile for Home Depot
Dear Frank,

My wife Connie and [ were unable to attend the meeting held on Wednesday evening,
April 7%; however, we want to express a very strong oppesition to the Home Depot plan,

Our area, University Park Estates, aiready has difficult ingress and egress traffic
problems. Those planning this project appear to be ignoring the fucts of density, which
our residential neighborhood is already surrounded hy. We feel sure our neighborhood
will be used as a “short cut™ to get to Loynes Drive and 10 Studebaker Road.

You may be interesied to know, as [ comce to the intersection of Margo and Seventh ai
6:20 a.m,, 1 sometimes have to wait 8, 9, 10 minutes to exit our neighborhood, [ realize
that the lights are on a timer. Even so, there are times when Seventh Strect is like a
parking lot and Loynes Brive is used as a short cut to get to the freeways.

We must, in planning fature projects anywhere in Long Beach, consider the burden being
placed on peopie where they hve.

incerely, o/
ack Shaintine
371 Margo Ave,

Long Beach, CA 90803

cc: Angela Reynoids
Environmental Planning Officer City of Long Beach



Anpela Reynolds, Environmental Planning Officer biay 3, 2604
City of Long Beach

Department of Planning and Building, 7% Fioor

333 West Ocean Bhd

Long Beach, Ca  90B02

Drear M= Reynolds,

COMMENTS ON NOTICE OF PREPARTION FOR
PROPOSED HOME DEPOT PROJECT

Thank you for the opportunity 10 comment on 1his proposcd projest. 1 did attend the Scoping Mecting on
April 7" a1 Kcticring Elementary School and I did obtait 2 copy of the Notice of Prepacation dated March
15, 2{0H), 1 searched the Ciy's website today uader the lopics “MNotice of Preparation” and “Long Beach
Hane Depot”™ bat { was wnable to find any additionsl information. 1f there are other sourees of
information available please advise me of its location and how to oblain 2 copy. My commenis in this
letter are based on the cather limdted information provided 1o date,

General Comments

The proposed project site, indicated ag 16.5 acres, appears to b ondy a small portion (less than
2%} of 1the potentially availahle property that cxists in the area bounded by Stedehaker Rd, Westminster
Ave and the San Gabeic River shown on Figuse 1 in the MOP.  The proposed projoct siic and adiacert
areas are one of the last remaining large siies available for development in ¢astern Long Beach, |1
undersiand the proposed ske is zoned for indusinial use but that desigration does rol appear (o be the
highcst and best use [0 the property.  n addition, the lands neighboring the proposed project site which
nwst be serionsly considered in any environmental assessmont inchude: residentlial, open space, wetlands,
schools, commercial and mrdusirial. There arc other projects in the general vicinity the proposed Home
Depot project that shovld be considered by the lead agency especially as they rolale to devcloprient of the
arca and gverall teaffie patterns, The NOP does nol address thess larger issues and discusses cssentially
only the choice of Mo Praject or the proposed Home Depot development.

I think the Ciy and #s consuliant need (o provide far more information than that presented in the
MOP. Several simiple facts such as: the expecied nwaber of visitors to the sie, the total {raffic volume,
peak hourly trafiic rates, the hours of slores including delivery of poods, types of contaraination at the sie
{hat nocd remediation, ¢ie,  Given the absence ol such basic informuation, it was truly unfair for you 2nd
vour consubtant to make statements 2t the Scoping Meeting that public commoets should b limited w
emvirgnmicatal mpacts addresses in the NOP. I believe the initial study was inadequate and must be
redone.

As vou are prebably sware, Conncilman Celonna met with the homeovners on April 19¥ and
proposed a moratorium on developrent of the lasger arca, inclyding (he proposed project, vntil a more
encompassing plan for the area conld be developed.  He requested tirat all potentially impacied
homeowner associations and other stakeholders become involved in this proccss. 1 agree with Mr.
Colonna’s proposal and 1 belicve the CHy's Planning stalT should work towards a better use of the cntize
arca than to move forward piccemeal with the Home Depot praject.

Pages 4,68 & 12 were blank gn the copy of the NOP 1 received. & appears this was the
inteniton of the author.



Onpage 2, i states Studebalicr LBLLC will gwn (ke property and Home Depot and other tonants
will lease space. 1t is unclear who would be responsible for the site to provend tenams from creating
nuisance conditions, who would be responsible for maimtenance and upkeep, aud what asmrances wopld
be provided that commitmcnts tade 1o the cormmaunily would be kept into the fitwre.  The City andfor its
Planning Departroend must insere the developerfovner of whatever is pllimatcly constructed at the site,
be held accoumtable. The City and #s restdents must not be put in the position of dealing with an abscnive
ownet thad does not doliver what was promised,

The Project Alternatives lisicd on page 13 are vagee and inadequade.  The text says there are
Four developmcat altematives but then it lists only three.  The Alternative “Mo Project/No Developmeni™
is relatively clear. The next alternathve Mo Project/Existing Gereral Plan™ is unclear - does it mean the
subject project site will remain zoned for industrial and the proposed Home Depot Developrment will not
be permithed? The last aliernative “Alermative Locations” has no meaning and would coacelvably
cncompass any type of development.

On page 14, the documents states thal the NOP is |, “gencratly consistent with the draft
hresholds preparcd by City Saff”. Pleasc list all portions, assumptions and conclusions in the NOP
which gre NOT consistent wilh (hresholds used by the City.  As [ endesstand, the City hired LSA
Associales to prepare the MOP and (hus the Clty should insist that 1.SA be entirely consister with the
City’s 1hreshold asscssmont critoria.  Later on Pape 14 it states that offsite impacts and quoulative
impacts sl be addressed.  In light of the namow focus of the NOP and its avoidance of the overall
issues with developrient in this part of the City, I belicye the NOP Fails 10 reuch Phs standard,

The following comments will follow the “Initial Study Checklist” and the “Driscussion of
Checklist Responses” presented in the NOP,  Comaneats will not be presented where 1 agree with the
NOP.

[ 2y Disagree wilth “No Tmpagt” finding.  The visual impacts cannot be cvaluated on the
trasis of tie information io the WOP and the mcaning of *scenic vista’ should not kandled
i such a literal nearmer. The zesthetics of the proposed project would impact the
community, Therd is oo miomatton in the NOP to address the height and setbacks of tic
proposed buiidings B, C8&D along Sudebaker Rd shown in Figpee 2, The impact shouid be
Potentially Significant.

¢} Disagrec with “Less Than Sigaificart™ finding. Inadequate information is presenied in
the MOP to sapport this finding, For example, the NOP says on Page 10, signage may
require a waiver ffom sign developmeont stendards yet the discussion is this soction is
sitent in this regard, The same is {rue repasding building heights and setbacks. Until
much morc is known regarding the proposed project, the finding should b Polontially
SipmiTcant.

d) Disaprec with finding. The text indicated the basis for this Gading was Jue to the
distance between the projec! site and nearcst receplor. Mo information was provided to
support this conclusion. The finding should be Potentially Significent,

01 g) Disupree with “Less Then Significant™ fAnding. — The NOP discusses the control of
odors at the project site from the scwapge holding tank. The NOP provides no information
regarding the potential odor impacts io people living on Vista Street when the day-old
sewige 1s pumped from the projoct site nto the sewer. It is lilcely that the residents will be
subjected to odors coming out of all existing manholes in the gravity sewer raming the
Ienpth of Vistz Sreet.  The finding should be Poteatially Sipnificant,



not avarlable to convey Lhe sowaps o ke ircatment (oility,  Also nole provious comments
reparding local sewers and problems created by the praposed project.

XVIL a}) Grven the deficiencies in the NOF and the failure to {ake a rore regional perspective
on {he impacts of the proposed project, this finding should be “Potentially Significant™,

[ understiand that, siven (he “Potentially Sipnificant”™ Ondines in the NOP, an EIR would be
required in order for this project to nove forward. The deficiencies in the NOP should be corrected and
the revised document should be circulated for comments priof to starting work on an EIR.

In closing, 1 oppase the proposed projoet as it dogs not serve the bost intenests of the Cily or {he
surrounding conununities. The Planning Depariment should take this opportunity to bring iogether ail
the stakeholders and spend the time and effort reqmired to develop & broader plan that recognizes the
potcrtial of this arca.

Sincerely,

it

Tom LeBren
393 Daroca Ave
Lonp Beach, Ja 90863

ot Councilman Colonna



Angela Reynolds, Enviranmental Planning Officer
City of Long Beach

Department of Planning and Building, Tth floor
333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA

S0802

Dear Angeta Reynolds:

My name is Kislan Haitz and § live at 421 Margo Avenue in the University Dark
Estates. | am eighteen years of age and | cunently attend Long Beach Polytechnic High
School. Next fall | plan to live away from my home and attend a university on the East Coast,
but | am extremely concemed about the fact that there may be a Home Depot being buift in
my neighiborhood. | am feaving Califomia for college, unlike many of my peers, because 1
want to 'ék'péﬁenne something eise before | setlle down in Long Beach. The reason for my
_.r:.uncem is. that a new development ke the Home Depat will suraly riin my neighborhood. if |

g e wareio mtum to L:::ng Beach | would find surroundings greatly attered, | would no longer wish
o ivé here yet ¢ will not be able to afford ancther house in an area of the same caliber as the

T onellived in__nm'.r_

The mnstructmn of a Home Depot would have so many negative effects, no amount
of created jobs or revenug from it would ever justify ks creafion. Building not only & Home
Depot, but an entire center with restaurants and retail stores, would fake years to complete
and during those years my family would still five in our house. My litlie sister would have to
breathe in the dust and cther pallution that {his kind of construction would create, she already
lives in pallution why create exira that may prevent her from having & healthy life. After the
construction, which will bring us unnecessary noise and debris, the real baftle will begin. If
you ever use the 7% Street extt from the 405 or 805 freeways then you have seen the kind of

congestion that plugs up all of 7" Street, Studebaker, and many nearby streets. Any persan
geing to the Home Depot will probably use this exit and it can not possibly take any more
traffic. My neighborhood will definttely suffer from the extra pollution and noise that will come
our way, not {0 mention the exira danger avery time we try to leave owr area. People who
forget to {um on Studebaker or these who think that my neighborhood is a shorcut will drive
right through my area. This is going to cause heavy fraffic, which we never see, and worst yet




% Page 2 April 14, 2004

my street is on the main drag and in result will see the biggest change. YWhat is to stop these
people from parking in our neighborhood, from disregarding our traffic signs, they are not
residents of my communtty and they will not know that children around here play out In the
streets,

| know that | do not represent the minority voice when | say that | do niot wish to have
Home Depol's quest for expansion invade my backyard. { want to be able to raise my own
children in this neighborhood, in this house, where | know that it is safe from too much traffic,
poilution, and urbanization. Is the construction of a hardware store worth sacrificing the
happiness and future of the people that live in the surmunding areas?

Sincerely,

R

Kristan Haitz



401 Daroca Avenue
Long Beach, California 90803

April 19, 2004

Honorable Mayor Beverly G™Neill
{ity of Long Beach

City Hall, 14™ Floor

333 Woest Qcean Blvd.

Long Beach, California 90802

Re: Proposed Home Depoi Project

Dear Honorable Mayor O'Neill:

Exactly forty-{four years ago this month, my husband and 1 purchased 3 heme site in Coliege
Park Estates, later repamed University Park Estates. We moved into our completed house on
Augnst 22, 1960. QOne of the most attractive features of this location was its uniguely natural
separation from existing Long Beach housing and commercial properties. For safcty reasons,
our neighborhood requested a sccond egress to Loynes Drive conneciing us to Studebaker Road
on the east and later to Pacific Coasi Highway on the west. Although homes were buill to the
north of us (connecting us to 7" Street) and townhomes were buiit to the west of us {connrecting
us to Bellflower and Pacific Coast Highway), we continued 10 retain our unique subwrban
environment. . '

The recent Public Notice to Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed
Home Depot project site (just incidentally at our community’s back deor), hit us like a sneak
attack by a powerful cnemy. The surreptitions method by which this salvo was fired on our
unsuspecting comrunity did not happen without the cooperation of an insensitive group of Long
Beach city planners. We are affronted by the temerity of these so-called Long Beach care-takers
to allow the progress of the project to continue without informing and allowing our coramunity
to aiv its views. Such arrogancc is inexcusable, unconscionable and patently unacceptable.
Filimg the City’s coffers at the expense of public weifare is an abominable praciice.

The environmental impact of the proposed project would be disastrous not only to the safety and
well-being of our entire neighborhood, but to the natural and manmadc corridor which supports
irreplaceabic wildlife from El Dorado to the ocean. The balance of nature would he imevocably
comprontised by insensitive human intervention.

Lastly, but most imporiantly, is the as yet vnmeasurcd emotional toil on the residents of our
comimunity. Never in our forty-four years have we witnessed such an cxplosion of angst as was
displayed at a neighborhood meeting in our tiny school audionium on the night of April 7.
Beyond the anger shown, was the awful realization that we faithful voters, conscicntions,

el as&c{ful,nlamgbiding and patriotic citizens, were betraycd by our duly elected city officials.
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April 19, 2004
Page 2 of 2

University Park Estates has spoken and will confinuc to speak with one voice: NO HOME
DEPOT (N OUR BACKYARD.

Sincerely,
H}ﬂmg,@g A SWH/Tj’l

Frances B, Srmith

ce: Vice Mayor Frank Colonna
Members of the Long Beach City Council
Angela Reynolds, Environmental {Officer
Ben Goldberg, President, UPENA
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT BY -
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT {please use these points):

1. Light and Glare: 1ight from building, parking area & security ighting. Substantial
light adversely affects day and nightiime views.

2. 4ir Ouality: Substantial pollutant concentrations (PM10, carbon monoxide, and ozone
violates air quality standards. Long-term air quality impacts related to traffic, and short
ternt related to construction. Considerable net increase in air pollutants,

3. Wildiife, Wetlands: Substantial adverse effect through direct removal.

4. Hazardous Materialy: Site is currcntly on a harardous material list compiled by the
government. Hazard to the public involving release of material into the environment
through reutine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Hazardous material
concerns within one-quarter mile of an existing school,

5. Noise: Generation of moise level in excess of standards established in the Iocal general
piaw or meisc ordinance or applicable standards, A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels. A substantial temporary or pertadic inerease in ambient noise levels.
6. Transportation/Traffic: Subsiantial increase in traffic in relation fo the cxisting traffic
load and capacity on Studebaker, Westminster, 2™ street and PCH which is already
congested. Substantial increase in cither the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on reads, or congestion at intersections will exceed a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads,

7. Wastewater Treatment Facilities: Increased demapd for the treatment of used water,
Construction of a private lift station with an equalization fank, odor centrol system, &
force main to convey sewage to the Long Beach Water depariment which could cause
significant environmental effects. The force main would run underground to the Loynes
strect bridge, be mounted on the bridge, and then continue underground in the street to a
connection point on Vista street.

8. Lindings; This project will cause substantiat adverse effects through an increase in
crime, vandalism, frash, leitering, noise, pollution, traffic congestion, & loss of wetlands.
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FRﬂPBSED LDHG BEACH HOME DEFﬂT

K Please use ihe space be!ow to pmwde cemments on the propes /L:z_mg Eteach Horhe. Erepcrt pro;ect
- inciuding key issues that shiould be addressed in-the draft Enuironmental impact Report (EIR). This form:

o -should be mmpteied and: returned to !he ad-:iress on the back A!i cemments must be recewed ng later

_ _than Fnday April 23, 2[104 '
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s | F‘iease use the spac:e below tc.p Gwde mmments on the propnsed Long Beach Home Depot prc_tact

s -mclu::img keyissiies: Ahit-shouid be addressed in the draft Environtmental-lmpact Reéport (EiR): This form-
* ‘should be" campieted ‘and returned to ihe address on the back Ail comments must be received no later -

- ihan Fnday, April 23 2*3134 : N AR _ o _

- AR PLEASE PRINT;-_._ .

' Regardtng the pmposed Long Beach Hcme Depc:t EIR

PIeasc prm"fde ymn‘ ma;lmg ‘addrest bclow : : - -
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St e

QPPOSE the proposed Home Depot project for the following reasons:

1. Significant increase in mdustrial, commercial, and private vehicular traffic, at ail
hours of the day and night, adjacent to several upper middle class residential
neighborhoods on arterial streets already choked with heavy trafTic at peak periods.

Likely increase in traffic through Untversity Park Estates as short cut to/from the
proposed development creating hazards for neighborhood children and seniers.

Likely increase in ¢rime in adjacent residential ncighborhﬁods due to presence of
unemploved laborers who frequent Home Depot parking lots.

Significant increase in noise and nighttime light in a traditionally quiet area devoted
1o residential 2nd natural, open spaces.
5. Although labeied “Commercial”, its impacts are much more severe than most
commercial development due to the nature and hours of its operations (eg. heavy
warehouse material stocking and supply, types of employees and customers).

But, the BIGGEST and MOST UNACCEPTABLE effect of the proposed development
would be on the adjacent LOS CERRITOS WETLANDS. The wetlands would receive
paved area surface runoff from the two existing channels which border the proposed site
on the north and south and flow directly into the wetlands, as well as noise, light, litter
and increased vehicular poliution which would most seriously and negatively impact the
wetlands. This comes at a ¢ritical point in the effort to preserve add enhance the
wetlands, and could seriousty and permarently damage the wetlands, negating all the
work done by many agencies and individuals over recent years in its behaif and resuiting
in further destruction of the few remaining wetland areas in coastal California.

Finally, the proposed development is not consistent with an OQVERALL LAND USE plan
for the area. The sife, located in the midst of one of the few remaining natural open

. spaces in coastal California, must be planned in an intelligent, sensitive manner, and not
dder.
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COMMENT SHEET
FRDPDSED LOHG BEACH HDME nEPn'r

Please use the space i::e!cnw to prcrwde cammenis on the pmpcsed Lnng Beach Home Depot project,
including key issues that sHould be addressed in.the draft Envirorimental Impact Report (EIR}. This form:
should be cnmpieted and retumed to the address on the back. All ccamments must he recewed no later

' than Fnday Aprll 23, 2004,
PLEASE PR[NT

' I-"_.:':Regardmg th proposed Lcng Beach Home Depﬂt EIR

mm %L%L% ém, m
| ik >

Piease prm'ld }'nu:maﬁ:ngaddrﬂ;sbeiow ) ;‘?o%;:‘{ &?’L”f m %
520 LEgS. Ade heck the boX if you w1sh tahm; "fl:-.:;f i
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Please print your name above



. f- ” - COMMENT SHEET |
FRUFGSED LﬂHG BEAcH HQME DEPﬂT

_P!eass use the spaca below tc:- pmwde ccmments ‘on the pmposed Long Eeach Home Depot pra;ect
incliding keyissuas th shﬂuid be addressed in-the draft Environimental Impact Report (EIR). This form-

* should be campieted and: returned to the address can ihe back AII mmmen‘ts raust be received no later

| than Fm‘iay, Apni 23, 23@4

PLEASE PRINT

: _Renardmu the_nmnased_f_nnﬁ Beach I:igma, D.&nﬁt El B . _

S

The proposed Long Beach Home Depot nro]ect is a bad idea for many reasons. The

areas surrounding the site are unique in many ways, and the impact of the proposed -
comnmercial develﬂpment will do trreparable dmagc _

1. Impact of traﬁic pﬂlluum], runoff and noise on the adjacent LDS CERRITDS
WETLANDES is significant. These fragite wetfands are the homie to birds and
other wildlife and represent some of thf: few remaining acres of this precious and
dmndlmg IESOUrce.

2. TRAFFIC.wiIl incréase in an area alrca&}r heavily impacted by trafﬁc CODCEINS.

3. The proposed site is bordered by many up upper middle class communities whus';
- residents have legitimate concerns about SECURITY. Crime is Iikely to mcrease, 5
. and there ate concerms about the presence of day laborers who ﬁ'equcnt the ]
-patking lots of Home Depots.

4, Fl.rrth_n:r security'cnnccms are with the increase of wraffic through the Universiiy,
Park Estates community. Non-resident traffic would become even worse since it
will be used as a short-cut by people trying to avoid the heavy traffic on 7" Strest

- and creating problems for chiidren, walkers, and bicyclists: Furthermore, Loynes
Drive is alrcad}r a problem road due to being built on an upstable base.” An
inicrease in truck traffic and delivery vehiclés will hasten it’s deterioration.

5. The presence of a round-the-clock commercial development will create an
© untenable NOISE and LIGHT problem, especially at night. The loading dock
. backs to adjacent properties in the Island-Viilage community. This entire areaisa -

c]q.rk emd qu;ct oﬁp, a.ud ﬁas ;icveiopment does ot belong here:

Tha dzsi‘upuen to ﬂns s;:cc:al mnmumty is not welmme here As a resident of the
University Park Estates area, I have many options for home unprovcment stores. The
many Home Depots and Lowe’s stoiés already within a short drive are mﬂre than
adequaxe far m}r neads Wn: don’t need this project.

PIcasc prmrtde you: a]mg add:ess hclmﬁr
ij ' ﬁ Check the box if yon w:sh tﬂ be .
, 2dded 16 the' EIR nonﬁcatmn '
maﬂmg.hst n T
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B ﬁ COMMEHT SHEET
o ' PROPOSED LONG BEACH HOME nEPuT

* Please use the space be!nw to prmrtr:ie ccmments o the pmposed L-:rng Beach Home ‘Depot project, .

including key issues that should bé addressed in the draft Envirenmental. Impact Report {EIR}. This form:

-+ shouid be ccmpieted ‘and returned to the address an the back All comments must be received no later
- than Fnday Apnl 23,2004, © .

PLEASE PRINT

Regardlng ’the propcased Long Beach Home Depot EIR e - -
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. Please use the: space below t-:a prcwde mmments crn the prepc:sed Lc:rng Eeach Horne Depot pro;ect
including key issues that shaiild be addressed in the draft Envirorimental Impact Report (EIR). This form-
. should be completed and returmned to the address on the back. AII cc:mmenis must be rscewed no Iater
: than Friday Aprxl 23 EUL‘M : :

PLEASE PRINT C

' Regardzng ihe pr-::apcrsed Lcng Beach Home Depﬂt EIR
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PROPOSED Ldnﬁ hEth HnME DEPOT

P!ease use the space beicw to pmwde cornments on the proposed Long Beach Homa Depot project,
including. key issues that should be'addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Report (EiIR}. This fornt
should be completed and returned to the address on {he back: All mmments must be received no Iatar

' PLEASE PRINT B

than Fnday April. 23, 2004. :
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PETTTION
STOP HOME DEPOT

We, the undcrsigned, object to the development of the proposed Home Depot retail center at
Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive. The potential adverse impacts on the area’s environment are:
1} Traffic Congestion: it will go from bad 1o worse, 2) Air Pallution, 3) Noise from substantially
increased traffic, and, delivery trucks in the early moming hiours, 4) L:ght and Glare, 5y Diegrade Los
Cerritos Wetlandg, negatively impact threatened and endangered species and possible loss of
habitat, 6} Hazardous materials contamination, 7) Water pollution from runoff and increased
demand of wastewater trearment Facifities. Ultimarely, these adverse environmental conditions will

negatively impact property values and the personal enjoyment of gnr homes and neighhorhoods.

. - £
Prine Name K -4 01c fen, {3 [ dy |Signare  Codbroen . B 25
Swreet Address, 476 £.3 S aR;?F-A}'T“ 7 _|Cityand Zip A7 0§33
Home Phone t—;’ 33~ 3\59 j Fax Phone —_ ’
Work Phone — Email e — i
e A i
Print Name [1AY clog B, 1 W/O] | Sigeature bobey ;U N LT
| Strcet Address & @fﬂ i i City and Zip ¢} Ml L td Y %
Home Phene m i Fax Phope
Work Phone > /:f Email |
Print Name 220/ o/ M’ B V&7 7F | | Signara S 8T Y
Strect Address .24 J AANCONG €. | Ciyand Zi Mﬁ@&, (,2‘, 2T
Home Phone’s¢2 D 4 35-F7 & pa Fax Phone®”
| Work Phone . —————__ Email e —————
Print Name  ~eioom= T'_‘ﬂ)cﬁﬁ-:‘) Signanure % _ ]
| Street Address e ¢ oo, AR D [CiyendZip LK. 90803
Home Phone  (CS5&ZN 856 - &I Fax Phone ' |
Work Phone ’ Email ;

I_Pnnt Name Dg} _mI}_

| Street Address

 Home Phone 42 g Qg
Wcrk Phone :I;:_;}.

Print Name img I:_j;!-,{blb,

v = ﬁ
Ji ke Signature  #
_ Ei - | City and Zip : d /
- = Fax Phone |
Emazil |
] iy _
Signatw€ Iy NV I Dol ]

Str{:ct Address By | City and Zig _L;D.-Ef&_“ (A AN "'ii:}_%_l‘-l_!
Home Phone 5&&}5‘2:1 iy Fax Phone ;
Work Phone Lenail i
Print Name ¢ ?fﬁ%{f % ﬁ A2 447 l Signature ; o
Street Address AMLOA f= P CityandZip / O, 33*54—35 gﬁm
momc hone _"3_2&9_«2( Ly | Fax Phone :
| Work Phone mel J

StopHomeDepot@aol.com

Ptease when complaied retarn:

6212 Vista Lang Beach, CA 90303
DONATIONS ACCEPTED
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PETITION
STOP HOME DEPOT

We, the undersigned, object to the development of the proposed Home Depot retail center at
Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive. The porential adverse impacis on the area’s environment are:
1} Traffic Congestion: it will go from bad to worse, 2} Air Pollution, 3} Noise from substantially
increased traffic, and, delivery trucks in the early moming hours, 4) Light and Glare, 5) Degrade Los
Cerritos Wetlands, negatively impact threatened and endangered species and possible loss of
habitat, 6) Hazardous materials contamination, 7% Water pollution from runoff and increased

demand of wastewater treatment facilides, Ultirnatel _anw
o impact pr ues an erzonal enj of our homes and neighborhoods.
| Print Name P ﬂ.TE | VMauRew - Lo !Eml Signature ‘E!'. Lot :‘72{2 e = :"'Z ; 5” 3
. Street Address ¢ sy= (O AnE ot oy | Cityand Zip  f. & o
"Home Phone S s i i i Fax Phone
Work Phone 3 ’ Ernail
| Print Name  F\owle Gomdl mdom Signanire Y ey |
i Steect Address  (Pal £. A% Fivaeeie Cityand Zip .8, =avis .
Hormme Phone  {3iv) 599 —%sad Fax Phone Lses) 3 ~13a
Work Phone Email B )
. Print Name' —gimein {Veadivze. Signature W ]
: Strect Address ti3\  readriar A, Cityand Zip  \,, lea . Foacs !
Home Phone (950 439-US53 -Cuwicy Fax Phone :
WeorkPhone (g HZo-8125 - (M) Email !
' Print Name ! Signamw-
 Street Address :ZHH SE. 50@}7 Ae_ Cityand 2 | c1q JAEac P ZETS
Home Phone  Fax Phone e !
Work Phone S/, 7 ‘; Y35 4SS g;, "Email ' ] !
“Print Name MK 4. Nande, Kunns | ' Signature FLEA e £/
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Work Phone (5,57 439 ~9s53 Email _Recelordbe 376) habme L.Com
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Homc Phone .. S Q39— yaa 3 Fax Phone
| Work Phone Suhl 495 4088 Email i ':
| Print Name Signamre
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PETTTION
STOP HOME DEPQT

We, the undersigned, obiect to the development of the proposed Home Depot retail center at
Sendebaker Road and Loynes Drive. The potential adverse impacts on the area’s environment are:
1y Traffic Congestion: it will go from bad to worse, 2) Air Pollution, 3) Noise from substantially
increased traffic, and, delivery trucks in the early morning hours, 4} Light 2ad Glare, 5) Degrade Los
Cerrites Wetlands, negatively impact threatened and endangered species and possibie loss of
habitat, 6) Hazardous matcrizls contamination, 7) Water polintion from runofl and increased
demand of wastewater treatment facilities. Ultimargly, these adverse environmental conditions wili

negatively impact propernty values and the personal enjoyment of gur hiomes and neighborhoods.

Print Namef JHe(dL D Nlagewe E}f_‘}i‘-;,{ [Signatore Zhng /o Hpovos -y, !
Street Address p AP FEh L City and Zip Ag roy Beects ,E?J'" Fo §F22
Home Phone #2 8¢/ s3] Fax Phone Qaﬁ ?S:C" i
Work Ph ) Email
| Work Thone . mailpa pet A oot deq 200 * net .
Print Name Signanire
Street Address . City and Zip
Home Phone . Fax Phone
Work Phone Email
Print Name - Sipnature
Street Address __: Cityand Zip
Home Phone - I’'ax Phone
Work Phone Email _
PrintName Signawre
Street Address City and Zip
Heme Phone ' _ | Fax Phene
Work Phone Email
Print Name - Signature o
Street Address o _| City and Zip
Home Phone o Fax Phone
Work Phone o Emaii
[ Print Name - | Signawre _I
Street Address N | City and Zip . i
Home Thone Fax Phone 1
| Work Phone _ [ Emait T
Print Name _ | Signatre ';
Street Address o City and Zip ) . o
Home Phone o Fax PPhone _ - _|
Work Phonc i Email ) :

StopHomeDepot@aol.com

St o ;
Please when campleted retum:
6212 Vista Long Beach, CA 20803 i .:?'31,.-7

DONATIONS ACCEPTED \ﬁ_‘.;’ g Vs ? ﬂ



STOP HOME DEPOT

IT'S UP TQ YOU!M!: Due to the time limifs ntandated by State law, your response

. 1 '
must be sent byADﬂ.’f 15 s 2 004, which is 30 days after receipt of notice from

the City of Long Beach Plarning and Building Department for a proposed Home
Depot at Studebaker and Loynes drive.
We have a limited amount aof fime 50 please send your conmnents 1o;

City of Long Beach
Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 7° floor - :
Long Beach, Ca. 93802 : N
Or email them to anreynof@longbeach.govi.~ :

Please copy: StopHomeDepot@AOL.com, -

POTENTIAL IMPACTS ASSCGCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT BY
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT {(please use these points):

1. Light and Glare: Light from building, parking area & security lighting, Substantial
light adversely affects day and nighttime views.

2. Air Ouality: Substantial pollutant concentrations (PM 18, carbor monoxide, and ozone
vielates air guality standards. Leong-term air quality impacts related to traffic, and short
term refated to construction. Considerable nef inerease in air pollutants.

3. Wildiife, Wetlands: Substantial adverse effect through direct removal.

4. Hazardous Materials: Site is eurrently on a harardous material list compiled by the
governoent. Hazard to the public involving release of material into the environment
through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Hazardous material
concerns within onc-quarter mile of an existing school.

5. Noise: Generation of noise level in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards. A substantial permanent increase in
ambicnt noisc levels. A substanfial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels.
6. Transportation/Traffic: Substantial increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic
load ard capacity en Studebaker, Westminster, 2™ street and PCH which is already
congested. Substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volome to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections will exceed a level of service standard
" established by the-cousnty congestion management agency for designated roads.

7. Wastewater Treatment Facilities: Increased demand for the treatment of zsed water.
Construction of a private lift station with an equalization tank, edor control system, &
force main to convey sewage to fhe Loog Beach Water department which could canse
significant environmenial effects. The force main would ran snderground to the Loynes
street hridge, be mounted on the bridgze, and then continue underground in the street to a
connection point on Vista streef.

8. Findings: This projcct will cause subsiantial adverse effects through an increase in
crime, vandalism, trash, lottering, noisc, pollufion, traffic congestion, & loss of wetlands.




Dear Angela Reynoids,

| am a homeowner in island Village. | would like to like to voice my displeasure
about the planned Home Depot/shopping center, as well as my concerns about
the envircnment and the impact that said development will have on the wetland
consenvation area as well as the area in which | have a home,

These are my concermns. After attending the meeting at Kefiering School last
April 7, 1 feel that the Home Depot is a done deal despite what the local
hormeowners think about if. The Cify of Long Beach has been bought out. That
was very evident in all the very professicnal presentations from the Home Depot
personnel. | found it very interesting that the Home Depot is funding the
environmental impact report. | am anticipating it o be very biased in favor of the
Heme Depot.

As a homeowner in Island Village, | would ike to know what, if anything, the
Home Depot plans to do to soften the impact on Island Village. | do not think that
their creative sewage plan is workable without much damage to the environmsant.
We will have noise, traffic, air emissions, lights at night, safety issues for
pedestrians as well as sewage. M will affect our daily lives. How will if affect the
wildlife that lives directly across the street? | think that the City Council of Long
Beach owes our community answers to these questions. [ hope that the
environmental impact report will be a fruthful document. | do not want a Home
Depct on Lyons and Studebaker.

Sincerely,

Jane Larsen

Q(&M@w, |

7135 Isiand Village Dr.
Long Beach, CA 80803



'~ COMMENT SHEET
. FRDFGSED LOHG BEA’CH HDME DEPDT

PIease use ihe space belnw tﬂ pmwde comrnents on Ihe propused Lﬂng Reach Home Depct ;rr-:tjec:i
including key issues that should be addressed in the draft Enwvironmental Impact Report (EiR). This form- -

" shiould be completed and returr_t_ed o the address on the back A!I commefuts must be received no later

than Fnday, Aprll 23, EEIEM
PLEASE PRINT

Regarding the propused Lr.:rng Eleach Hume Depct EIR,

/UCP }’id’ N2 (:?f'} /zo/gﬁ/%ci Q‘%@iﬁ» z

. _l b Speetmon

~L7L w: // C?d/”"df/gé:’

ﬁﬁ//a?'?:v//z/ ﬁcﬁﬁ/S @ C/“//ﬂ/ =

A;L_ﬁcﬁ"f;f—/c; .

R

Plesse provide your mailing address below.

| 448 Bellftower Bivd, #316 ) miailinig list. T 5 /m K
i Lungﬂiad:réi UE.E132 | : - L ) f(ﬂ f:_.-f ﬁ ——

ease print your name abuve

Y
3

.
g
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PLEASE HELP BY SENDING YOUR COMMENTS ON THE NEGATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OR OTHER
ISSUES, NQ LATER THAN MAY § 2004 at midpight.
TO; City of Long Beach
Angelz Reynolds, Envirenmental Officer
3233 W, Ocean Boulevard, 7" floor
Long Beach, CA 90802 Phone 562-570-6357 or email to: anreyoa@lenoieach. ooy
Fax 562-570-8068
Please copy: SianHomeDeoolfaol.com

Drear Angela

1 am resident of University Park; ! reside a1 Ade MARGD and wish to expross my views regasding the proposed developwent of
Ui Tk famm propeny oo S{udebaker Road and Loyaes Dr The songestion hnpact from the extra (waffic that any project en ihis site will
lave on 2l those who use our already crowded strects.  Please enconrage (e city to workt at providing a befier raffic plan befor procceding
wills any kind of development or zone change,

Sincercly. % ﬂ /&W’/—

P. 5. Plrase send me any and all notices perlaining 1o tis project, as they become avaiable.

PPS ~ fiso o€ serous concerw [ ru,«faﬁ%ro%ﬂmi}cq»
. v
“Q'a“ Noise amed lug M oo Nearby peTigd0s o

PLEASE HELF BY SENDING YOUR COMMENITS ON THE NEGATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OR OTHER

ISSUES, NO L ATER THAN MAY 5, 2004 at midnight.

T, City of Lang Beach

Angela Reynolds, Environmental Ofhcer

333 W, Ocean Boulevard, 7" ficor

Long Beach, CA 80802 Phone 562.570-6357  or email to; acrevno@joncsesch gov
Fax S62-570-8053

Please copy: SicoHomebDapoifBasicem

Prear Angpela:

I ar restdent of Eniversity Park; 1 reside at, pa ke lLr T ___ and wish 16 express my views regarding (he proposed development of
itte Tank fann property on Studcbakes Road and Loyacs The congestion impact from e cxtra traflic that any project on this site will
liave on il these who use tvr alresdy croveded strects.  Please encourage the city 1o wark at providing a herter traffic plan before proceeding
with any kind of developmem or zane changs.

Sinceraly,

F. & Please send me any and Al noticos pormining (o (his projecs as they boeome avallsble.
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Sagela Baypoilds, Eoviee nmentalt Planving Officer Wy 3, 2004
City of Long Beach

Drpatment of Plor dng and Building, 7% Floor

333 West Ocepn BT d

{enp Beseh, Ca 991802

Diar s Roynolds,

COMMENT 5 ON NOTICE OF FREPARTION FOIL
_PROPO:ED HQME DEPOT ROELT

Thea's yaq fre the ¢ ppotiunity fo coms 2m o this proposed pooject. T did sitend the Scapiing Meeting on
it 75 it Ketlers g Ble memary Schedl and 1 did abtain a copy of (he Notive of Preparmion dated March
13, 200, 1:searched the Ciny's website . oday under the topics “Notice of Prejmritios” and “Long Beach
Home Diepot” tut T #as vasble 10 find .oy :dditional informaation. Lf there are thrr sopgess of
ixfornatiom availel ‘s please advise me of its location and how 1o obigin a Fopy. M¥ comments in (his
lutier are Gased on e racher limined iz Droation provided 1o dare.

Lrmern] Commenrs

The propa vd pavject site, ind zated as 16,5 acres, pears 1o ba only 2 & oal pertion fless thap
24i%) ol i pavni [y Fvailable prope Ty that exiss in e an2 boqoded by Sp.delakor F&, Westminster
£3e endrhe San ( briel Rivar showe - o Figute 1 in the NOP, The proposed -wo’ sel site and adiacent
ar:3s ame xoe of the last ramainiug Jarg : sitee availuble for dorelopment in sasiam Lomg eack, I
uaderstard Uhe pro sosed site is zoned ar hdstrial use ban that cesignation diss o1 appar fo b dhe
highest 2w bestws for The properly. Tn addition, the lands reighboring the plepsed projest site which
Rt be somiewsly v neikred io any e ironmenial assessmen inciude mesiden'ial open spaec, wetlands,
sxuxls, soramersis i and indnvtrial T e are oiher projects in fhe gmeral vidniny the sroposed Hore
Tlepo: pre ject that s woule. be considore Thy the Jead agency esec'ally us ther r:lats 1o development of the
anazad naall o B ratiems. The ' 1OP does not addrsss Thage tarpar issne: an 4 disoynses essentiaily
anlyihe cholce of T n Project or e pr pos:d Home Bepot de relepamont

Iihink the ity and its consd it veed fo provide S mare infonmatio 1 an tha progented m the
PRIE. Sewersl siey 1o Gasts such as; th- eapected purher of risitors to e ite th - fotsl traffic volome,
prak soaly araffic - tes, the ours of s ores including delivery of poods, wpes #f conlamination ar the site
Unirecd mmelial -n @ Fiven the beence of such busic iformatinn, it wa b dy wafuir for you and
yrurvonsglznd to Jake statyments 8t Be Seoping Meeting 1ot patic eormme g hogld be limited 1o
eavivonm-mial iing scts sddpsrses in it NCP. T baficys the i 1t Audy was 3aad aquate and mod be
radom e,

<45 1700 &l probubly aware, O ancitman Colonna mer. with the homeo ve s on npril 19% ang
PRI sec. 1 mioTaler @A ¢o developmer © of the Iarger arca, inciuding Ste propo od TNojest, umi a Mg
& 100 1parsiag plam or the ares ondd | dowioped. Ha Eequi seedt thal o8l pote gislly impacted
Eome g or issocls ions and otker glak -holders become involved fn ihis piocess T apTee with Mr,
Celorny’s proposa and 1 beleve the {ity’s Pliuming staff shottld work (¢-awd.; 2 sebter visc of the cntEre
A% rhan lo :neve § rward pizoemeal v th the Howme Depof prject

Speeilic {omments n the NOP

Fupges 4.6 & 172 were blank ¢ 2 ¢he copy of the NOF 1 recoived It 22 ars this wes thp
hnention »fihe awll or,
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Op page L il stetes Studchaker LB LLC will own the propesty and Home Jepot snd other 1anapis
willlcase spece. 1t is uncloar who wos 1 be responsible for the site to prevent enents from Creaiing
noisoce sonditors. whe weald be responstisls for maintenanoe gad upkeep, azod 1rhat assuraneos winld
b2 provicd»d thet o mitieents made te the community would be kepr jmtothe fimue. The City andfor its
Floning Detrarteme. o tir st issure the © rveloperfonner of whtever is ultdemistely ¢omstinited at the sire,
bahefd aveonnsiable  The: City aud s rasidents mmst net be PLein the posiion of ¢2aling with an gbsontes
oaqe: thel dhyzs net deliver whar was pomiged

Thz Projec  Alternoiives Heted on page 13 are vagne ind inzdeqpate.  Th: ted says titre are
fonr devel ofpnient |1 eroatives kit then 't liss only three.  The Altemztive “No Pr ject/No Development™
le mhtivsly tloar. " 'he nat akeraptive Mo Project/Existing Jeperal Phan™ is unvlear - does it mean the
s et ptyject site - 4l mmain 2oned £ 1 industiial and the pruposest Bome e o1 Jevelopinent will oot
Bt pearlad? The ast o temeative “Ab.goziive Loations™ ks oo raearing an | % yuld concevidy
exmipat s way type of developinent

O e |, the docurn=els s¢ les that the NOP s |, “genierally contisimt with fag draft
duushold: peeparec by City S1ail™, Pl .ise )ist 28 portions, as+mmprions and couslh sipns o the MCP
whick: ars NOT ooz agtert with idoreshe ds vsad by the City,  As{ wxbirstind e City hired 1SA
Fseotime; to prepl 2 the NOPznd the the City shoudd fnsist [hat LS/ be: et sly comeitent with fhe
Ciy's thoehold as wument sriverls.  arer on Page 14 3t statre tha! offsite imy aer s and cumplytive
mrparts s bo ol resxd  In b of the namow focus of the NGB ood s ' dd: nee of the overall
Beoet with devele) nent b this pan of be Chiy, 1 belicve the NOP 2ils to 1eacs @ s standard,

~'hz follos g oyvmens will sHow the *Initet Study Cheddist™ 2nd the “Diseitvion of
Clocdlist Respense 7 presenied in the MIOP. Comments will oot be: presemad whe e T apres with the
FOP,

Pooaf D wgres with “Plo Tog act” Bading,  The vinma) intpacts cempat ke evaluated on the
tesis( 7 the inforpsdion i 1 the NOP end fhe mecning of “seirdc sAsta’ should nog handled
g suy 2 lifsral masmer, The acsthetics of the proposed projurs. v aik [ impa st the
verora Dily. Theze s no! fimnasion in the NOF 19 address £ie igh rand :cthacks of the
prope: =t b iidigre BC& 7 slong Studchaker Rd shon g Figar: 2. The inepact should be
Potess ably 3ignificant,

<} B mgree with “Loss “har Sippificarnt™ findng, Inadeqiate it rmaticn is preseared it
1t : NGP 10 suppost tiis fading. For example, die NCD 5a¥s O3 Page 10, signage may
1€ mite a waivey o0 sign development stindards ¥et e disc istiom is ihis saction I
s em i1 s regard. Tire sanre is true rege nding baidicy b dgns and sebacks. Uil
w ich rore is knowr regarding the proposed froiech, the fn liny showd be Potentially
5 mificant.

& D mgne with Andir s The text indicared the Sasle Tor s ‘inding was dve to the
<b :laae betwreen the reject sise and pearcy regtplon Mo fufot metion was provided to
2% aporl this corclusi & Vhw Bnding shoul] be Fetontatty S-niicani,

M. & T agnx with “Less Than SigniGcagl® brding,  Ths N(P liseusszs fhe control of
odor: 4 the prodect sie §-ore e sevage heldiz g tan't Ths WP provides no information
reparc ng the  poteptial ador inpuacts o peopls living on visi1 S:west then the day-old
sewey 15 pamped from e praject site into the sewer. Tt is Hyely a1 the residents will be
subjes of b odirs comin ; out of afl oxisting  manfoles in the BFE vity SEWer Muening iho
leogth of Vista Strest, T g finding should be Petamially Siprific.n

F=448
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IV. b

Liiagre: nith "Less Than Significam™ finding.  There Js no data to suppart this finding,

The MOP staves thur bio:agical survey will be performed ot the site, Umil this smdy is
compl. 2= and the opinio s of 3 quelified specialist are svallable, the finding should be
Pomeh aly Sigeificene

a4

)

B sagrem with “No Inipety” finding, The NOP does not include amy datz o sipport this
couchusion, Mo staviment is made regarding the existence or Inck of existenca of
74 2¢les of (oncern in or naar the project site.  Appropriate stedies or site luvestipations
wauld be reguired 10 ppor 4 findlng in this ares,

A thomsh the City ©agy wot have an grdwnance regarding tse rerwval on privam
iz sperty. Tie mamove of vees and plawrs that shiclded e profect sk prior tw relesse of
It MOP was distat 'ng.  The propenty ewoers thoald not heve done this if they were
1 ives abowt Iaildin . goodwill with nearby rosidents,

I sgree with “Mo In pact”™ fimdkne.  The Lk of ‘adopmed” comiervation plans does not
a 40 Bt Bae propes  d projed will ool have an impaci.  Appoopriale gudos ane needed
be oresuch 8 Luding an be fosifed '

L a) ifl} ad () Disapres - i “Less Thap Signffoam™ Snding. The WOP rtates studies will
nood 3 b pefeniaed  Taven Lhe lack of information, the findings shorid be Polenbially
Signil cmt Without Mitiy e

W a) By 1) Fiding may ¢ @ oappropriste bat inodiclenr infonmador provided  From e
Suonk @ Wioeting 1 onder wond gexe of the cxdetns wanks world fomain Whet will be stored
in thy tank gl bow will ‘2 Ee protocted?

d

igree with foding but additional information should be mace gvaifable.  The new
pues of the prodi 1 site would have corpleted an enviconmental survey of the s

ifon: mechase. T nformetion shoold be made avadlibie in order to assess the
e ts vsulling ft o remeval of mageria's and soil in order to constroct the proposed
coit. I wndem and the former property owmer was 2 public wiility and the
nfermaation o0 exit ipg contamination sheuld be public inforn ation :us the presance of
varz wnation wow' ! have a bearing on i prrchase poice of the property.

e} No inforeetion o suppor the finding of “No Impect”  The NOP should ovsinale all

mailably informs ion regarding the types of materaks presers al the project site and
sdjgcat propaty.  If marciials af the site or adiacent 1o it are by nature hazardous,
the prereacy of  sippibcimt monbés of poople at the proposef site should be
cvaliated wed (B opixion of appropsiale apencics should be considered before
reaching a eoncly on oMo Impact™.

YL 3 F nding of "Liuss T w Sigmficerd™ may not be sppropriate. "The RO states additional
stche : will be nexded a0 d complianes with stadards will minimize to e extent feaxble
eonce ns reganding tmush, Ducteria, bvdrocarbons, ete.  Infornmarion regarding the proposed
copty |Limesmees, therr p rionnance end the resiliant impacts shewld be adiiressed in light of
thee ¢ ipesst & pagiect. :

&)
H

Yute romment 85 A

Tisigee vith “Les: Than Sipnificant™ finding  The proposed priject will ot an
L akaosm amaant of stwage infe an odaing R-inch dameler sowe nmning the lenpth
¢ TVisa Sweet. Mo nformation is provided on the condiffoz of the ¢ dRing sewer, the

F-4dg
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cinx: ity of the wraer o the polential fur sdditional clopping of the sewer Hne duc 1o the
ope. of weslewals fom fu woy deelopinent  If sstadmods are part of the
dov lopment, the NOP should address the pocatial for fats, oils or greasss to dog the
sew o gytem. gad Feed o overflows of rew sewage 1o streets and watercourses, The
M0 sheald renk this : 5 Folentiglly Significars and mciade in fitvre shxlics a complete
e mkioe of the ond. iom of the exdsting sewer sistem frome Vista St (0 the maaim
ser i oo Pacific Coas Hapghwiay, Protecding, westward 2t the cod of Vists Sirest, the
Cig's Iozsl sewer romss parailel 1o Loynes Br by the exdsting golf course.  This ares is
a5 eptitle o s=atement asd any sags Mt may oxdst in the sevor wimhd roducs its
cag ity

OC b D preaitk “Lese TE m Sigafficant™ finding.  The WOF offes £5 jusication for this
. fipding, et fae profect wi. be sulfect wo the penil process of varion: ggencins.  The NOP
sates ¢ Pegn 16 thar 2 var e will be needed pp the apen Space rogquircmosr ke Why ix this

nat a Pe amizlly Higufican impact?

£y Dz mres with “Mo Imp o™ fnding  The zbstpor of a habital amservation plan on the
pcl wed project site de s ol nesn it Wikl wot have ae impuct, Ths NOF should address
the wotcriial ingact 10 the surmunding angs  The Snding shoald be Polentially
S iGean

X.aadd  Aper with “oeutially Sigrificmt” findings.  The itsoe of noise desarves
girefnl opsidemton  T1 = hours of operstion {ocinding delivery of maleials may has 5
oegathn inapacl o the sir yaaxding compneotizs. The types and ocrs ufnpmmn of the
other ¢ aniewisl rsinese ; In Lhcpr:pomdd:vt!npnnmﬂ:almmk:m

XL Scheool - Mzawe witk ¥ o opaet™ Anding  The dizonsdon ik he NOP ig Imited {0 the
peed I additiona] e It om schoals dir 40 popedation charges The NOP does not
acdress the impcis 10 the two exdsting schools 1salting from the pioposet projest.  The
MHOP =} mid rawe thic 2 “P fetially Significamt™ impact. The imgacts to schoals shoeid be
cerchie] - evanated ad ihe shiamens v the NOP that this toplc wenld not o afdneeed fn 5
subsent o E R sheetd be celeted

{nher |oublic Farflitios - Bosagroe with "Less Thaz Significars” findicg. The NOP oeds to
audress the ond'tion of extal) 2 sewers and the potesrtial for irspect fom the proposed projoct.
Tae WOP o esaet provide 5 ju tification as to why tin comakative mpact: wmfmd to be lesx
than sipmdi mi

AV, Oy It agre> with “Les " bgn Signifoant™ findng  The condition of Lo mes Dr and the
pordo] of Stadetebr Rd 1 @ Wescinaer awe aready soiyect to it cpsent. These "desipn
tondill o8 ere comparabh the iterns listed as design featmes i e d werimion of this item.
ke TP mapers vy ton gletidy ovedock the ixistng comditions of there roads,  The
tinding shordd e “Fotemt ally SigroSons™

) DI sgreewith “Tese o Sigrdhcant” finding  On puge 2 of the NCP it states thepe
w1 be 918 perling -peces in e proposed profax The t=d on pepe 38 lists 963
P& idng spaces for the i st and stazes thot City paddng standands recnize 943 spaces,

Cl ady fhis I an isoae @ peeds © be drewed and the MHOP does ot provide
ad rquav: bl vrreston

AVIE) &) - Aene with “F tertiafly Spnificmt” fnding. Howewer, 1he &S assion of sewer
¢IpRCH o adldress the dpgations of the oooing loca! sewers. It will 7 Tnadeqmate o
ey oo segic T wasEwRl.r iRIPTA GipRcly bring adepraie if the -woper Infagtruciore is
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aat gvii able 1o comvuy the seasge o the reamne s faclity  Also mote previens commenls
regardn.g loesl Severs e srobleme created by the: propascd prghect.

XVIL a3 4 ven 1he deficicneies in ihe WOP and the fiifure to Gl a mor: regltnal perspective
oL the # mcs of the prope od project, this finding shonid be “Powrnizally Sipnificant”,

1 anderstan that, given the “Aaentally Sigpificant” findinge in the NOP, an FIR woold T
revquiresy in onder far his prgioct to mov: forward.  The deficiincies iz e NOP should be comected and
the tevissd doesnnver shovid be drowlated for comments prior t SaRivg work on an BIR,

In clhtstng, | oppres The propos~d Mropect as it oo not serve the best interests of the Gty or e
smrouwnding comnny itiss. The Plami g Depastaont shonld take this opportupity 10 Wing together all
e siginboldas are spart the Tme a. @ elfort rocuived W dovelop & broader Pt the r=ognlees the
polmtial of thas area.

Singerety,
Tom TeBA

350 Doroca Avs
Long Berch, Ca 90803

¢ Comnclman ol 1ma
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May 3, 2004

Angela Reynolds, Envitormenal Planning Officer

City of Long Beach, Depariment of Planning and Ruilding, 7" Floor
333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Comments to the Draft Environmenta) Irmpact Report
400 Studebaker Drive, Long Beach, CA

Dear M5, Reynolds:

T'am a repistered geologist in the state of California (RG 7188}, and have been employed in the
practice of geology for over 15 years. Attachedisa copy of my registration. I currently work as the
Principal Geologist for Hanover Environmental, Tnc. located in Chico, CA. T have direct experience
in Southern California and the area of the proposed project. [ have performed detailed site
inspections of adjacent properties located west and south of the proposed project, and the region
surrounding the site.

Based on my personal inspection of the region surrounding the proposed development, and an
evaluation of published works conceming the geology, seismology, and previous work in the site
vicinily, [ have serious concerns that the proposed project wili have substantial adverse effects
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving the following:

1} Rupturc of a known earthquake fauit,

2} Selsmic-related ground fatlure or liquefaction,

3) Location on a geologic unit or soil that would become unstable as a result of the project,

4} Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous roaterials,

5} Create 2 significant hazard to the public or the environment throngh reasonable
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment,

6} Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarier mile of an existing or proposed school, and

7) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites complied
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a resylt, would it create a
significant hazard to the pobiic or the environment.

My concerns are detailed in the following sections,

ENVIBOMNMENTAL SCIEMCE HYoRrOLOGY Haz-MAT COMNTRACTING REGULATORY COMPLIANCE
e Yy e s
HAMTVER ENVIRCNMMENTAL SCRVICES, IMC, PH S30.342 15389
ZR05 MNORD AVERE Fax 530,242 1400

CHECD, CALIFORN & S5525 ' EMML HhN_EMVRFACEELL MET
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A) Rupture of a2 knewn earthquake fault

The Long Beach Earthquake of 1933 was a magnitude 6.4 event associated with right-lateral strike-
stip faulting along the Newport-Inglewood fault zone. There was no surface ruplure associated with
this earthquake. It resulted in 120 deaths and over $50 miliion in property damage. Most of the

The proposed project is located in close proximity to the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone {south
branch fault). The Newport-Inglewood fault shows evidence of Holotene displacement {during the
past 10,000 years) withowt historic record (Tennings, 1994}. The northern branch shows surface
faulting (creep) on the Inplewood Faalt since 1957 due to oif and gas withdrawal, and is classified as
Historic {displacement dur ng historic time),

The fault is a right-lateral strike-slip fauit (Hart and others, 1986). The fault has a calcnlated slip
rate of 0.6 mm/year {Petersen and Wesnousky, 1994). The rate of movement has been relatively
constant since the Late Miocene {approximately 6 million years before the prescnt), The interval
belween major ruptures is unknown, and the probable magmitudes for future earthguakes are between
magnilude 6.0 and 7.4,

The onshore portion of this faudt zone is expressed at the surface as a series of discontingous,
northwest-triending, right-latera, strike-stip faults exhibiting a left-stepping en-echelon pattern.
Subsidiary normal and reverse faults with associated right-stepping anticlinal foids age typical of
thig fault zone (Bryant, 1988),

The fault has becn characterized as a “wrench fault”, where deep-seated strike-slip faulting in the
hasement rocks deforms overlying sedimentary basin deposis. Slip on the deep-seated fault causes
a series of en echelon folds and favits in the sedimentary cover. Evaluation of historic aerial
photographs showing the proposed project and serrounding region indicates that & strongly linear
trend of landforms suggestive of a significant fault zone passes through the southem margin of the
proposed project. This trend continues 10 be observed for significant distances northwest and
southeast of the subjcet site,

.The CDMG also lists the project site as within an “Alignied Seismic Activity” area, as defined bya
significantly linear trend of accurately located earthquake epicenters {mapnitude 0.2 or greater),
These areas are generatly aligned with strike stip fawts having Quaternary displacement, but not
necessarily with historic surface rupture {Jennings, 1994).

The proposed project is located near an area of historic oii withdrawal, and the petrolenm was
considered to be concentrated there due to the structural trap formed by the deep seated fault.
Evidence of subsidence, possibly related to historic oil withdrawal has been observed in the esmary
area sowhwest of the subject site.

Recent evaluation of geophysical and palcontological data have detected a history of movement and
uplift associated with the Pucnte Hills, San Joaquin Hilis, and Santz Ana Mountains that suggest a
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“blind thrust fauli™ exists at depth in the vicinity of the proposed project. This type of fault could
generate a4 magnitude 6.8 to 7.3 earthquake {Crant and others, 1599).

These evidences combing to form the conclusion that the proposed project is located in close
proximity to a major, active seismic zone, Additionaily, future movement along the Newpori-
Ingiewood fault is 2 strong possibility. Given these data, development of the site would have the
potential to expose persons to substantial adverse eftects including the risk of joss, injury, or death,

B} Seismic-related ground failure or liguefaction

The proposed project is located in an arca identified by the State of California as having the potential
for liguefaction {Seismic Hazard Zong, Los Alamitos Quadrangle, 1999). Liquefaction is a failure
mechanism whereby water-saturated soiis experience rearrangement of the graing leading to denser
s0il, When this happens the grains no longer support the overburden 1o the same degree, and ground
failure oceurs. The honeveorb soil particle structure that previgusly supported the ground surface is
Yost during the disturbance, leading to ground failure,

Soils in the site vicinity are mapped as (t (Quaternary nonmarine terrace deposits), and Gal
(Alluvium), These soils are dated as Pleistocene to Recent, and are generally unconsolidated and
lacking cementation. I have also observed dredge tatiings and unsorted wasie in nearby sediments.
These materials were emplaced without tompaction or consolidation and represent a substantial risk
if wetted and subjected to seismic shaking.

The subject site is located near an estvary {the Los Cerritos Channel} that is fiooded by tidal watcers.
Groundwater in the site vicinity is shallow, and groundwater elevations are potentiaily influenced by
the tidal cycle. Site soils are normally saturated at shatlow depth, and saturated sojls are at risk in
seismic events for ground failure or liquefaction.

Landscaping nommally present at large retail facilities (such as Home Depot), requires addition of
waler to sustain it. If imigation water is introduced in excess {as is commonly the case}, the soils
wili become more prone to liquefaction or failore during a seismic event. [fthis ocours it will
sepplement the water content of soils that were previously saturated, and potentiaily enhance the
ground failure or liquefaction potential of the site. Given these data, development of the site would
have the poteatial to expose persons to substantial adverse effects including the risk of loss, injury,
or death.

C) Be located on a soil that would become unsfable a5 a result of the project

Based on the fact that the proposed development would be focated within a previously identified
arca that has the potential for liquefaction {Seismic Hazard Zone, Los Alamitos Quadrangle, 1999),
additional loading of the soi! related 1o the placement of a retail center could potentially increase the
risk of ground failure.

Increased track traffic of both loaded and emply trucks will cectw on a daily basis if the proposed
broject Is constructed. Truck traffic simulates minor seismic events as the ground is subjected to
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shaking combined with compressive force, and the effect on soils that have the potential for
liquefaction is to acceleratc the failure event,

Loynes Drive will be the major east-west access road 1o service the new development, and the
increase In truck and other vehicle traffic would create a serious risk of unstabie soils or ground
failure if the proposed project is constructed. Loynes Drive was built upon fiil materia) consisting of
loosely placed waste, dredge tailings, and native organic materials including peat deposits. These
sediments are unconsolidated and uncorpacted except where roadwork has been performed.
Previous engineering studies have determined that traffic on the road is detrimental to the road,
causing subsidence and settlement thay degrades the roadbed,

As you travel over Loynes Drive it js apparent that differential settlement has affected the roadbed,
and created a dangerous condition for vehicles, Subsidence created shallow swales that caused
vehicles to be thrown from the road if the curve was approached with excessive speed. To mitigate
the problem the City of Long Beach required the road to be narrowed from two lanes inta a single
tane through the curved section. Road maintenance has been ongoing since the road wag
constructed, but no solution to the differcntial settlement and ground faiture has been adopted,

Increased truck and vehicle traffic is to be expected on Loynes Drive if ihe proposed project is
constructed. The increased traffic would have the potential to expose persons to substantial adverse
effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death. The increased traffic would also subject the Chry
of Long Beach to increased road maintenance, police, ambulance, and cmergency persornel services
for accidents related 1o degrading road conditions.

D) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine {raospaort,
use, or disposal of hazardens materials

The routine ransport and use of havardous materials on the proposed project site is a primary
concem for the public and the envirorment. The concern is related to fuels contained in rruck saddie
tanks; hydraulic il present in trucks and equipment used onsite; paints, solvents, and cleaning
chemicals stored onsite; pesticides and feriilizers stored onsite; and lubricants present in trocking
and hydraulic systerns. These materials would normally be present onsite as retail products, and also
be present in trucks that would continuousiy arrive and depart from the site. A small amount of
these materials would also be used onsite for maintenance, repair, and servicing of the rental
vehicles and equipment kept onsite.

Accidents related to the handling of products inventoried onsite, the use of trucks to bring the
matcrials ento and off the site, and disposal onsite are a foresceable event. Given the shallow depth
ta groundwater and penmeability of the site subsurface, any comtaminants released on the surface
wonld migrate immediately into the water table and eventually migrate to surface walers of the state.
The release of hazardous materials would have the potential to expose persons and the environment
to substantial adverse effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death.
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E} Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonable fureseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardons materials into the
environtment

Rupture of a saddle tank , hydraulic fine, or other type of storage container is a common and
foresceable event given the proposed cperatior of the site. Based on the site Jocation a release of
hazardous materials would create runoff 1o the waters of the Los Cerdios Channel, the Alamitos
Bay, and eventually the Pacific Ocean wnless controlled immediately and roemaoved from the site,

Given the shaliow depth to groundwater and permeability of the site subsurface, any contaminants
released on the surface would migrate immediately into the water table and cventually migrate {o
surface waters of the state. A Stormwater Polhetion, Prevention and Contro) Plan should be required
for Lhe site.

Based on the quantities of hazardous materials stored onsite for retail sales, an Emergency Spill
Control and Containment Plan shouid be preparcd for any hazardous materials stored onsite
{inchading petroleum products, fuels, peints, thinners, solvents, pesticides, and other cleaning and
degreasing chermicals stored onsite for retasl sake).

Based on the proximity of surface water, the shailow depth to groundwater, and the surface drainage
onsite that enters the waters of Los Cerrios Channel, Alamitos Bay, and the Pacific Ocean almost
immediately after exiting the site, approval of the proposed project would have the potential to
expost persons and the environment to substantial adverse cffects including the risk of Joss, injury,
or death.

F} Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardons materials, substances,
or waste within cne-guarter mile of an existing or proposed scheogl

The proposed project is lacated within one-haif mile of an elementary school {Xettering
Elementary), and one-haif mile of a2 middie schoo] {Hill Miiddie School). The proposed project
routinely stores, sells, and in some cases uses hazardous materials, A brief list of the hazardous
materials stored and retailed at the facility include: petrolewrn products including fuels and
tubricants; solvents and solvent based cleaning products; paints and paint thinners; pesticides and
fertilizers; and various specialty chemicals for degreasing and cleanup applications. Additionally,
truck traffic in high volume is expected at the site, and trucks contain Fael produets and lubricants of
a hazardous nature.

I general these chemicals are not stored in btk quantities, but based on the proximity of the first
groundwater onsite, the permeability of soil materials, and the stonnwater drainage directly to waters
of the state; a small release of hazardous materials onsite has the potential 10 expose persons and the
environment to substantial adverse effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death,
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G) Be located on a site which is included on 2 list of hazardous materials sites camplied
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962_5 and, as a result, would it create 2 significant
bazard to the public or the envirenment,

The site is Jocated next 1o the Alamitos Generating Station, 690 North Studebaker Road, operated by
the Pacific Gas and Elcctric Company (PG&F). A Phase [ Environmental Site Assessment
conducted for the generating station in 1997 determined that two il spills had been recorded for the
propenly. No further details were available to the author at the time of this response, but the status of
the il releases will need to be investigated. :

California state law provides that no amount of waste oil is acceptable for release 1o the subsurface,
If waste oil has been released, it could bolentially expose persons and the environment to substantial
adverse effects including the risk of loss, imjury, or death,

PG&E has been the source of nirnerous releases of solvents, fuels, metals, and waste oil into the
environment at 4 substantial number of sites in California, and has been shown to resist efforts fo
disciose these releases o the public and regulatory community. A thorough investigation of the site
subsurface conditions including the collcction of sail and grab proundwaler samples is
reeommended, along with characterization of any structures, tankage, or residual eguipment related
t0 former operations onsite.

The generating station historically released acid laden gas as a byproduct of the steam generation,
and the mist affected iinens and surface finishes in the surrounding area. The potential for these
materials to have created a dangerous condition in site soils has not been investigated, but is
deserving of further attention. The sampling program should screen the site soils for mgtals,
polyarcmatic hydrocarbons, fuel cornpounds, and solvents, [Fany of these materials has been
released onsite, it could potentially expose persons and the environment to substantial adverse
effects including the risk of loss, imjury, or death.

Please do not hesitate to contact me in the Hanover office at (530} 342-1333 if you have any
QUEStIONS Of comInents,

Sincercly,
Hanover, Inc.

Idana R. Brown, R.G.
Registered Geologist No. 7188
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
MARGH 2005 HOME DEPOT EAST LONG BEACH

INTRODUCTION

This air quality impact analysis has been prepared to evaluate potential air quality impacts and
mitigation measures associated with the proposed retail center development in the City of Long
Beach, Los Angeles County, California. The air quality study provides a discussion of the proposed
project, the physical setting of the project area, and the regulatory framework for air quality. The
analysis provides data on existing air quality, evaluates potential air quality impacts associated with
the proposed project, and identifies mitigation measures recommended for potentially significant
impacts. Modeled air quality levels are based upon vehicle data and project trip generation included
in a traffic study prepared for the proposed project (LSA Associates, Inc. [LSA], December 2004).

The evaluation was prepared in conformance with appropriate standards, utilizing procedures and
methodologies in the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA [California
Environmental Quality Act] Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD, April 1993).

Project Location

The proposed project site is located in the City of Long Beach. Comprising 16.5 acres, the proposed
project site is located at 400 Studebaker Road at the intersection of Studebaker and Loynes Drive.
There are intake channels from the Los Cerritos Channel immediately surrounding the project site to
the north and south used to provide water for cooling purposes at the power plants. Beyond the intake
channels, there are two electric generating plants operated by AES Alamitos LLC, and the Los
Angeles Department of Water & Power Haynes Generating Station is located to the southeast across
the San Gabriel River. There is also a petroleum storage tank farm operated by Pacific Energy located
to the south. Studebaker Road forms the western boundary of the proposed project site. Figure 1
shows the project location.

Project Site Existing Setting

The site has been developed with large storage tanks (built between 1957 and 1962) and pipelines, a
former hazardous materials storage area, and a sump area. Prior use includes operation as part of an
interconnected terminal and distribution network for various petroleum-based fuels. The storage tanks
are no longer used. An existing distribution facility for petroleum is to remain in place along the
project’s northern boundary. The facility occupies 1.5 acres of the 17.8-acre site.

Project Description

The proposed project is a mixed-use retail-commercial development to be anchored by a Home
Depot. The project includes 157,529 square feet of commercial space including a 104,886-square-foot
home improvement store with a 34,643-square-foot garden center; a 6,000-square-foot sit-down
restaurant with an approximately 2,050-square-foot outdoor eating area; and 12,000 square feet of
other retail uses. A total of 737 parking spaces are proposed for the development consistent with City
of Long Beach Zoning Code requirements. Access to the site will be provided by a new primary entry
at the signalized intersection of Studebaker Road and Loynes Drive and by two new secondary entries
providing right-in/right-out access from Studebaker Road. Figure 2 is a site plan for the proposed
project.

P:\clb430\air quality\Air.doc «03/14/05» 1
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
MARGH 2005 HOME DEPOT EAST LONG BEACH

Methodology Related To Air Quality Impact Assessment

Evaluation of air quality impacts associated with a proposed commercial project typically includes the
following:

o Determine the short-term construction air quality impacts on off-site air quality-sensitive uses

« Determine the long-term air quality impacts, including vehicular traffic and aircraft activities, on
on-site air quality-sensitive uses

« Determine mitigation measures required to reduce long-term, on-site air quality impacts from all
sources

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is located within the City of Long Beach, which is part of the South Coast Air Basin
(Basin) and is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). The air quality assessment for the proposed project includes estimating emissions
associated with both short-term construction and long-term operation of the proposed project.

A number of air quality modeling tools is available to assess air quality impacts of projects.
Moreover, certain air districts, such as the SCAQMD, have created guidelines and requirements for
air quality analyses. The SCAQMD’s current guidelines, included in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook
(April 1993), were adhered to in the assessment of air quality impacts for the proposed project.

Regional Air Quality

Both the State of California and the federal government have established health-based ambient air
quality standards (AAQS) for six air pollutants. As shown in Table A, these pollutants include ozone
(O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particulate matter with a
diameter of 10 microns or less (PMyy), and lead. In July 1997, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) adopted new standards for eight-hour ozone and for fine particulate matter less than
2.5 microns in diameter (PM;5s). In addition, the State has set standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide,
vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles. These standards are designed to protect the health and
welfare of the populace with a reasonable margin of safety.

In addition to setting out primary and secondary AAQS, the State of California has established a set
of episode criteria for O3, CO, NO,, SO,, and PMy,. These criteria refer to episode levels representing
periods of short-term exposure to air pollutants that actually threaten public health. Health effects are
progressively more severe as pollutant levels increase from Stage One to Stage Three. Table B lists
the health effects of these criteria pollutants and their potential sources. Because the concentration
standards were set at a level that protects public health with adequate margin of safety (EPA), these
health effects would not occur unless the standards are exceeded by a large margin. Among these
pollutants, ozone (Oz) and particulate matter (PM,sand PMy) are considered regional pollutants
while the others have more localized effects.

P:\clb430\air quality\Air.doc «03/14/05» 3
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Table A: Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS)

California Standards®

Federal Standards?

Averaging
Pollutant Time
Concentration® Method* Primary*® Secondary®® Method’
0.09 ppm 0.12 ppm (235
1-Hour
(180 pg/m?) Ultraviolet ug/m°)° Same as Ultraviolet
Ozone (Os) Photometr Primary Photometr
8- - y 0.08 ppm (157 Standard y
our Hg/m3)8
Respirable 24-Hour 50 pg/m* 150 pg/m’ Same as Inertial
Particulate Annual Gravimetric or Beta Primary Separation and
Matter Arithmetic 20 pg/m? Attenuation 50 pg/m® Standard Grawme?rlc
(PMy) Mean Analysis
Fine 24-Hour No Separate State Standard 65 pg/m® Inertial
Particulate Same as Separation and
Annual Gravimetric or Beta Primary Gravimetri
Matter Arithmetic 12 pgim* Attenuafi 15 pg/m® Standard ravimetric
(PM;5) Mean enuation Analysis
8-Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m?) 9 ppm (10 mg/m®) Non-Dispersive
Non-Dispersive None Infrared
Carbon 1-Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m?®) Infrared 35 ppm (40 mg/m?®) Photometry
Monoxide Photometry (NDIR)
(€O ] (NDIR)
8-Hour 6 ppm (7 mg/m?) - - -
(Lake Tahoe) PP 4
Annual
Nitrogen Arithmetic - Gas Phase 0.053 ppm (100 Same as Gas Phase
Dioxide Mean Chemiluminescenc Hg/m”) Primary Chemiluminescenc
(NOy) e Standard e
1-Hour 0.25 ppm (470 pg/m?) -
Annual
Avrithmetic -- 0.030 m‘; (80 --
Mean Mg
Sulfur : 0.14 ppm (365 Spectrophotometry
Dioxide 24-Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m’) Ultraviolet o 3( - (Pararosaniline
Fluorescence Hg/m®)
(SO2) Method)
3-H 0.5 ppm (1300
-Hour - - ug/m’)
1-Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m°) - -
30 Day 3
1.5 ug/m -- -
Average Ha High Volume
Lead® Atomic Absorption Same as Sampler and
Calendar - 1.5 pg/m® Primary Atomic Absorption
Quarter Standard
Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer -
Visibili visibility of ten miles or more (0.07-30 miles
Reducir:y 8-Hour or more for Lake Tahoe) due to particles when
Particlesg relative humidity is less than 70 percent.
Method: Beta Attenuation and Transmittance No
through Filter Tape.
: Federal
_ 3 on
Sulfates 24-Hour 25 pg/m Chromatography Standards
Hydrogen ) 3 Ultraviolet
Sulfide 1-Hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m) Fluorescence
Vinyl 3 Gas
Cloride® 24-Hour 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m) Chromatography

Source: ARB (July 2003).
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Footnotes:

1

California standards for ozone; carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe); sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour); nitrogen
dioxide; suspended particulate matter, PMy,; and visibility reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All
others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in
Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic
mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight-hour
concentration in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PMy, the 24 hour standard
is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pg/m®
is equal to or less than one. For PM, 5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations,
averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact U.S. EPA for further clarification and current
federal policies.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based
upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be
corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by
volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.

Any equivalent procedure that can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent results at or near the level
of the air quality standard may be used.

National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public
health.

National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.

Reference method as described by the EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a
“consistent relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the EPA.

New federal eight-hour ozone and fine particulate matter standards were promulgated by U.S. EPA on July 18, 1997.
Contact U.S. EPA for further clarification and current federal policies.

The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as ‘toxic air contaminants’ with no threshold level of exposure for
adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the
ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.
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Table B: Summary of Potential Health and Environmental Effects of the Major Criteria
Air Pollutants

Pollutants Sources Primary Effects
Ozone (O3) Atmospheric reaction of organic gases | Aggravation of respiratory and
with nitrogen oxides in the presence of | cardiovascular diseases.
sunlight. Irritation of eyes.
Impairment of cardiopulmonary
function.
Plant leaf injury.
Nitrogen Motor vehicle exhaust. Aggravation of respiratory illness.
Dioxide High temperature stationary Reduced visibility.
(NO,) combustion. Reduced plant growth.
Atmospheric reactions. Formation of acid rain.
Carbon By-products from incomplete Reduced tolerance for exercise.
Monoxide combustion of fuels and other carbon Impairment of mental function.
(CO) containing substances, such as motor Impairment of fetal development.
exhaust. Death at high levels of exposure.
Natural events, such as decomposition | Aggravation of some heart diseases
of organic matter. (angina).
Suspended Stationary combustion of solid fuels. Reduced lung function.
Particulate Construction activities. Aggravation of the effects of gaseous
Matter (PM,s | Industrial processes. pollutants.
and PMyy) Atmospheric chemical reactions. Aggravation of respiratory and
cardiorespiratory diseases.
Increased cough and chest discomfort.
Soiling.
Reduced visibility.
Sulfur Combustion of sulfur containing fossil | Aggravation of respiratory diseases
Dioxide fuels. (asthma, emphysema).
(SOy) Smelting of sulfur bearing metal ores. | Reduced lung function.
Industrial processes. Irritation of eyes.
Reduced visibility.
Plant injury.
Deterioration of metals, textiles,
leather, finishes, coatings, etc.
Lead (Pb) Contaminated soil (e.g., from leaded Impairment of blood function and nerve
fuels and lead based paints). construction.
Behavioral and hearing problems in
children.

Source: ARB 2001.
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The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) provides the SCAQMD with the authority to manage
transportation activities at indirect sources. Indirect sources of pollution are generated when minor
sources collectively emit a substantial amount of pollution. Examples of this are the motor vehicles at
an intersection, a mall, and on highways. The SCAQMD also regulates stationary sources of pollution
throughout its jurisdictional area. Direct emissions from motor vehicles are regulated by the
California Air Resources Board (ARB).

Climate/Meteorology. Air quality in the planning area is not only affected by various emission
sources (mobile, industry, etc.) but by atmospheric conditions like wind speed, wind direction,
temperature, and rainfall. The combination of topography, low mixing height, abundant sunshine, and
emissions from the second largest urban area in the United States gives the Basin the worst air
pollution problem in the nation.

Climate in the Basin is determined by its terrain and geographical location. The Basin is a coastal
plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills. The Pacific Ocean forms the southwestern border,
and high mountains surround the rest of the Basin. The Basin lies in the semi-permanent high-
pressure zone of the eastern Pacific; the resulting climate is mild and tempered by cool ocean breezes.
This climatological pattern is rarely interrupted. However, periods of extremely hot weather, winter
storms and Santa Ana wind conditions do occur.

The annual average temperature varies little throughout the Basin, ranging from the low to middle
60s, measured in degrees Fahrenheit. With a more pronounced oceanic influence, coastal areas show
less variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures than inland areas. The climatological
station closest to the site is the Long Beach Station." The monthly average maximum temperature
recorded at this station from April 1958 to July 2003 ranged from 66.9°F in January to 84.1°F in
August, with an annual average maximum of 74.3°F. The monthly average minimum temperature
recorded at this station ranged from 45.5°F in January to 64.9°F in August, with an annual average
minimum of 54.7°F. January is typically the coldest month, and August is typically the warmest
month in this area of the Basin.

Most rainfall in the Basin occurs between November and April. Summer rainfall is minimal and is
generally limited to scattered thundershowers in coastal regions and slightly heavier showers in the
eastern portion of the Basin and along the coastal side of the mountains. The Long Beach
climatological station monitored precipitation from April 1958 to July 2003. Average monthly rainfall
during that period varied from 2.85 inches in February to 0.29 inch or less between May and October,
with an annual total of 11.97 inches. Patterns in monthly and yearly rainfall totals are unpredictable
due to fluctuations in the weather.

Although the Basin has a semiarid climate, air near the surface is generally moist because of the
presence of a shallow marine layer. With very low average wind speeds, there is a limited capacity to
disperse air contaminants horizontally. The dominant daily wind pattern is an onshore 8 to 12 miles
per hour (mph) daytime breeze and an offshore 3 to 5 mph nighttime breeze. The typical wind flow
pattern fluctuates only with occasional winter storms or strong northeasterly (Santa Ana) winds from

! Western Regional Climate Center, www.wrcc.dri.edu.
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the mountains and deserts northeast of the Basin. Summer wind flow patterns represent worst-case
conditions, because this is the period of higher temperatures and more sunlight, which results in the
formation of ozone.

Winds in the Long Beach area are almost always driven by the dominant land/sea breeze circulation
system. Regional wind patterns are dominated by daytime onshore sea breezes. At night, the wind
generally slows and reverses direction, traveling towards the sea. Wind direction is altered by local
canyons, with wind tending to flow parallel to the canyons. During the transition period from one
wind pattern to another, the dominant wind direction rotates to the south and causes a minor wind
direction maximum from the south. The frequency of calm winds (i.e., less than two miles per hour)
is less than 10 percent. Therefore, there is little stagnation in the vicinity of the project, especially
during busy daytime traffic hours.

During spring and early summer, pollution produced during any one day is typically blown out of the
Basin through mountain passes or lifted by warm, vertical currents adjacent to mountain slopes. Air
contaminants can be transported 60 miles or more from the Basin by ocean air during the afternoons.
From early fall to winter, the transport is less pronounced because of slower average wind speed and
the appearance of drainage winds earlier in the day. During stagnant wind conditions, offshore
drainage winds may begin by late afternoon. Pollutants remaining in the Basin are trapped and begin
to accumulate during the night and the following morning. A low morning wind speed in pollutant
source areas is an important indicator of air stagnation and the potential for buildup of primary air
contaminants.

Temperature normally decreases with altitude, and a reversal of this atmospheric state, where
temperature increases with altitude, is called an inversion. The height from the Earth to the inversion
base is known as the mixing height. Persistent low inversions and cool coastal air tend to create
morning fog and low stratus clouds. Cloudy days are less likely in the eastern portions of the Basin
and are about 25 percent more likely along the coast. The vertical dispersion of air pollutants in the
Basin is limited by temperature inversions in the atmosphere close to the Earth’s surface.

Inversions are generally lower in the nighttime, when the ground is cool, than during daylight hours
when the sun warms the ground and, in turn, the surface air layer. As this heating process continues,
the temperature of the surface air layer approaches the temperature of the inversion base, causing
heating along its lower edge. If enough warming takes place, the inversion layer becomes weak and
opens up to allow the surface air layers to mix upward. This can be seen in the middle to late
afternoon on a hot summer day when the smog appears to clear up suddenly. Winter inversions
typically break earlier in the day, preventing excessive contaminant buildup.

The combination of stagnant wind conditions and low inversions produces the greatest pollutant
concentrations. On days of no inversion or high wind speeds, ambient air pollutant concentrations are
lowest. During periods of low inversions and low wind speeds, air pollutants generated in urbanized
areas are transported predominantly onshore into Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. In the
winter, the greatest pollution problem is accumulation of CO and NOx due to extremely low
inversions and air stagnation during the night and early morning hours. In the summer, the longer
daylight hours and the brighter sunshine combine to cause a reaction between hydrocarbons and NOx
to form photochemical smog.
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Air Pollution Constituents and Attainment Status. The following describes the six criteria air
pollutants and their attainment status in the Basin based on ARB’s Area Designations (Activities and
Maps) (http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/desig.htm). ARB provided U.S. EPA with California’s
recommendations for eight-hour ozone area designations on July 15, 2003. The recommendations
and supporting data were an update to a report submitted to U.S. EPA in July 2000. On December 3,
2003, U.S. EPA published its proposed designations. U.S. EPA's proposal differs from the State's
recommendations primarily on the appropriate boundaries for several nonattainment areas. ARB
responded to U.S. EPA’s proposal on February 4, 2004. U.S. EPA finalized the eight-hour ozone
designations in April 2004.

Table C summarizes the attainment status in the Basin for the major criteria pollutants.

Table C: Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin

Pollutant State Federal

O; 1-hour Nonattainment Extreme Nonattainment

O3 8-hour No Standard Severe-17 Nonattainment

PMs, Nonattainment Serious Nonattainment

PM; s No Standard Nonattainment

CO Nonattainment-transitional | Attainment (based on findings
(only Los Angeles County) | in the 2003 SCAQMD AQMP)

NO, Attainment Attainment/Maintenance

All others Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified

Source: ARB 2004 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/desig.htm).

Ozone. O; (smog) is formed by photochemical reactions between NOx and reactive organic gases
(ROG) rather than being directly emitted. Oz is a pungent, colorless gas typical of Southern California
smog. Elevated O5; concentrations can result in reduced lung function, particularly during vigorous
physical activity. This health problem is particularly acute in sensitive receptors such as the sick, the
elderly, and young children. Os levels peak during summer and early fall. The entire Basin is
designated a nonattainment area for both federal and State one-hour O3 standards. The EPA has
classified the Basin as an “extreme” nonattainment area for the one-hour O3 standard and has
mandated that the Basin achieve attainment by 2010. The EPA has designated the Basin as Severe-17
nonattainment for the eight-hour O; standard, meaning that by 2021 the Basin must be in attainment.

Carbon Monoxide. CO is formed by the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels, almost entirely from
automobiles. It is a colorless, odorless gas that can cause dizziness, fatigue, and impairments to
central nervous system functions. The entire Basin is designated a serious nonattainment area for
federal CO standards. However, based on data monitored in the entire Basin, no CO violations have
been recorded in the past three years for the federal CO standards. It is anticipated that the Basin will
be reclassified to CO attainment status in the coming years. Only the Los Angeles County portion of
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the SCAQMD district (this includes Long Beach) has been designated by the ARB to be a
nonattainment/transitional area for State CO standards.

Nitrogen Oxides. NO,, a reddish brown gas, and nitric oxide (NO), a colorless, odorless gas, are
formed from fuel combustion under high temperature or pressure. These compounds are referred to as
nitrogen oxides, or NOx. NOx is a primary component of the photochemical smog reaction. It also
contributes to other pollution problems, including a high concentration of fine particulate matter, poor
visibility, and acid deposition (i.e., acid rain). NO, may decrease lung function and may reduce
resistance to infection. The entire Basin has not exceeded both federal and State standards for NO, in
the past five years with published monitoring data. It is designated a maintenance area under federal
standards and an attainment area under State standards.

Sulfur Dioxide. SO, is a colorless, irritating gas formed primarily from incomplete combustion of
fuels containing sulfur. Industrial facilities also contribute to gaseous SO, levels. SO, may irritate the
respiratory tract, can injure lung tissue when combined with fine particulate matter, and reduces
visibility and the level of sunlight. The entire Basin is in attainment with both federal and State SO,
standards.

Lead. Lead is found in old paints and coatings, plumbing, and a variety of other materials. Once in
the bloodstream, lead can cause damage to the brain, nervous system, and other body systems.
Children are highly susceptible to the effects of lead. The entire Basin is in attainment for federal and
State lead standards.

Particulate Matter. Particulate matter is the term used for a mixture of solid particles and liquid
droplets found in the air. Coarse particles, PMy,, derive from a variety of sources, including
windblown dust and grinding operations. Fuel combustion and resultant exhaust from power plants
and diesel buses and trucks are primarily responsible for fine particle, PM,s, levels. Fine particles can
also be formed in the atmosphere through chemical reactions. PMy, can accumulate in the respiratory
system and aggravate health problems such as asthma. The EPA’s scientific review concluded that
PM, s, which penetrates deeply into the lungs, is more likely than PMy, to contribute to the health
effects listed in a number of recently published community epidemiological studies at concentrations
that extend well below those allowed by current PMy, standards. These health effects include
premature death and increased hospital admissions and emergency room visits (primarily the elderly
and individuals with cardiopulmonary disease); increased respiratory symptoms and disease (children
and individuals with cardiopulmonary disease such as asthma); decreased lung functions (particularly
in children and individuals with asthma); and alterations in lung tissue and structure and in respiratory
tract defense mechanisms. The entire Basin is a nonattainment area for federal and State PM; and
PM, 5 standards.

Local Air Quality

The SCAQMD, together with the ARB, maintains ambient air quality monitoring stations in the
Basin. The air quality monitoring station closest to the site is the North Long Beach station, and its air
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quality trends are representative of the ambient air quality in the project area. The pollutants
monitored are CO, O3, PMy,, PM, 5, NO,, and SO,.

The ambient air quality data in Table D show that NO,, SO,, and CO levels are below relevant State
and federal standards at the North Long Beach station. The federal one-hour O3 standard was
exceeded one day in the last four years and the State standard was exceeded from zero to three days in
each of the last four years. The federal eight-hour O3 standard has not been exceeded since 1998. The
State 24-hour PMy, standard was exceeded from 2 to 10 days in each of the last four years but has not
exceeded the federal 24-hour standard since 1984. The federal 24-hour PM, 5 standard was not
exceeded in two of the last four years. Both the State and federal annual average PM, s standards
have been exceeded every year since monitoring began in 1999

Regulatory Settings

Federal Regulations/Standards. Pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, the EPA
established national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for six major pollutants, termed
“criteria” pollutants. Criteria pollutants are defined as those pollutants for which the federal and State
governments have established AAQS, or criteria, for outdoor concentrations in order to protect public
health.

Data collected at permanent monitoring stations are used by the EPA to classify regions as
“attainment” or “nonattainment,” depending on whether the regions met the requirements stated in the
primary NAAQS. Nonattainment areas have additional restrictions as required by the EPA.

The EPA has designated the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) as the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) responsible for ensuring the Basin’s compliance with the
CAA.

The EPA established new national air quality standards for ground-level Oz and PM; s matter in 1997.
On May 14, 1999, the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit issued a decision ruling
that the CAA, as applied in setting the new public health standards for O; and particulate matter, was
unconstitutional as an improper delegation of legislative authority to the EPA. On February 27, 2001,
the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the way the government sets air quality standards under the CAA.
The court unanimously rejected industry arguments that the EPA must consider financial cost as well
as health benefits in writing standards. The justices also rejected arguments that the EPA took
lawmaking power from Congress when it set tougher standards for O3 and particulate matter in 1997.
Nevertheless, the court threw out the EPA’s policy for implementing new Os rules, saying that the
agency ignored a section of the law that restricts its authority to enforce such rules.

In April 2003, the EPA was cleared by the White House Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to
implement the eight-hour ground-level O; standard. The EPA issued the proposed rule implementing
the eight-hour O; standard in April 2003. The EPA completed final eight-hour nonattainment status
on April 15, 2004.

2 Air quality data, 2001-2004; EPA and ARB Web sites.
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Table D: Ambient Air Quality at the North Long Beach Air Monitoring Station

Pollutant Standard 2004 2003 2002 2001
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 4.2 5.5 5.8 6.0
. State: > 20 ppm 0 0 0 0
Number of days exceeded: Federal: > 35 ppm 0 0 0 0
Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 3.4 4.7 4.6 4.7
. State: > 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 0
Number of days exceeded: Federal: > 9 ppm 0 0 0 0
Ozone (O3)
Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.090 0.099 | 0.084 | 0.091
. State: > 0.09 ppm 0 1 0 0
Number of days exceeded: Federal: > 0.12 ppm 0 0 0 0
Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 0.074 0.0068 | 0.064 | 0.070
Federal: >0.08 ppm 0 0 0 0
Coarse Particulates (PMyg)
Maximum 24-hr concentration ( g/m®) , 72 63 74 91
. State: >50 wg/m 2 4 5 10
Number of days exceeded: Federal: > 150 g/m’ 0 0 0 0
Annual arithmetic average concentration ( xg/m®) , ND 33 36 37
. State: >20 wg/m ND Yes Yes Yes
Exceeded for the year. Federal: >50 ug/m® ND No No No
Fine Particulates (PM,s)
Maximum 24-hr concentration ( .g/m°) 61.0 115.2 62.7 72.9
Federal: > 65 ug/m® 0 0 0 1
Annual arithmetic average concentration ( .g/m®) , ND 18.0 19.5 21.2
. State: > 12 pg/m ND Yes Yes Yes
Exceeded for the year: Federal: >15 ng/m® | ND Yes | Yes | Yes
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)
Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.12 0.14 0.13 0.12
Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.25 ppm 0 0 0 0
Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm) ND 0.026 | 0.029 | 0.030
Federal: >0.053 ppm ND No No No
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)
Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.038 0.033 | 0.030 | 0.047
State: > 0.25 ppm 0 0 0 0
Maximum 3-hr concentration (ppm) 0.026 0.020 | 0.026 | 0.027
Federal: > 0.5 ppm 0 0 0 0
Maximum 24-hr concentration (ppm) 0.011 0.008 | 0.008 | 0.009
. State: > 0.04 ppm 0 0 0 0
Number of days exceeded: Federal: > 0.14 ppm 0 0 0 0
Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm) 0.006 0.002 | 0.002 | 0.003
Exceeded for the year: Federal: >0.030 ppm No No No No

Source: EPA and ARB, 2005.

ppm = parts per million

wg/m?® = microgram of pollutant per cubic meter of air
ND = No data available
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The EPA issued the final PM, s implementation rule in fall 2004. The EPA issued final designations
on December 14, 2004.

State Regulations/Standards. The State of California began to set California ambient air quality
standards (CAAQS) in 1969 under the mandate of the Mulford-Carrell Act. The CAAQS are
generally more stringent than the NAAQS. In addition to the six criteria pollutants covered by the
NAAQS, there are CAAQS for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing
particles. These standards are also listed in Table A.

Originally, there were no attainment deadlines for CAAQS. However, the CCAA of 1988 provided a
time frame and a planning structure to promote their attainment. The CCAA required nonattainment
areas in the State to prepare attainment plans and proposed to classify each such area on the basis of
the submitted plan, as follows: moderate, if CAAQS attainment could not occur before December 31,
1994; serious, if CAAQS attainment could not occur before December 31, 1997; and severe, if
CAAQS attainment could not be conclusively demonstrated at all.

The attainment plans are required to achieve a minimum 5 percent annual reduction in the emissions
of nonattainment pollutants unless all feasible measures have been implemented. The Basin is
currently classified a nonattainment area for four criteria pollutants.

Regional Air Quality Planning Framework. The 1976 Lewis Air Quality Management Act
established the SCAQMD and other air districts throughout the State. The federal CAA Amendments
of 1977 required that each state adopt an implementation plan outlining pollution control measures to
attain the federal standards in nonattainment areas of the state.

The ARB coordinates and oversees both State and federal air pollution control programs in
California. It oversees activities of local air quality management agencies and is responsible for
incorporating air quality management plans for local air basins into a State Implementation Plan (SIP)
for EPA approval. The ARB maintains air quality monitoring stations throughout the State in
conjunction with local air districts. Data collected at these stations are used by the ARB to classify air
basins as “attainment” or “nonattainment” with respect to each pollutant and to monitor progress in
attaining air quality standards. The ARB has divided the State into 15 air basins. Significant authority
for air quality control within them has been given to local air districts that regulate stationary source
emissions and develop local nonattainment plans.

Regional Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The SCAQMD and the SCAG are responsible
for formulating and implementing the AQMP for the Basin. Every three years the SCAQMD prepares
a new AQMP, updating the previous plan and having a 20-year horizon. The SCAQMD adopted the
2003 AQMP in August 2003 and forwarded it to ARB for review and approval. The ARB approved a
modified version of the 2003 AQMP and forwarded it to the EPA in October 2003 for review and
approval.

The 2003 AQMP updates the attainment demonstration for the federal standards for Oz and PM;
replaces the 1997 attainment demonstration for the federal CO standard and provides a basis for a
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maintenance plan for CO for the future; and updates the maintenance plan for the federal NO,
standard that the Basin has met since 1992.

The 2003 AQMP proposes policies and measures to achieve federal and State standards for healthful
air quality in the Basin and those portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (formerly named the Southeast
Desert Air Basin) that are under District jurisdiction (namely, Coachella Valley). The Coachella
Valley PMy, Plan was revised in June 2002 and forwarded to CARB and the EPA for approval. The
EPA approved the 2002 CVSIP on April 18, 2003.

This revision to the AQMP also addresses several State and federal planning requirements and
incorporates significant new scientific data, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories,
ambient measurements, new meteorological episodes, and new air quality modeling tools. This
AQMP is consistent with and builds upon the approaches taken in the 1997 AQMP and the 1999
Amendments to the ozone SIP for the South Coast Air Basin for the attainment of the federal ozone
air quality standard. However, this revision points to the urgent need for additional emission
reductions (beyond those incorporated in the 1997/1999 Plan) to offset increased emission estimates
from mobile sources and meet all federal criteria pollutant standards within the time frames allowed
under the federal Clean Air Act.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally be considered to
have a significant effect on air quality if the project would:

o Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan
« Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation

« Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions which exceed gquantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)

o Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations

« Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people

Specific criteria for determining whether the potential air quality impacts of a project are significant
are set forth in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook. The criteria include daily emissions
thresholds, compliance with State and national air quality standards, and consistency with the current
AQMP. A summary of these thresholds, which were used in this document to determine whether or
not a significant impact will occur, is provided below.

It should be noted that the emission thresholds were established based on the attainment status of the
air basin in regard to air quality standards for specific criteria pollutants. Because the concentration
standards were set at a level that protects public health with adequate margin of safety (EPA), these
emission thresholds are regarded as conservative and would overstate an individual project’s
contribution to health risks.
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Thresholds for Construction Emissions

SCAQMD has established the following CEQA significance thresholds for construction emissions in
the Basin:

e 75 pounds per day or 2.5 tons per quarter of reactive organic compounds (ROC)

« 100 pounds per day or 2.5 tons per quarter of NOy

« 550 pounds per day or 24.75 tons per quarter of CO

e 150 pounds per day or 6.75 tons per quarter of PMq

« 150 pounds per day or 6.75 tons per quarter of sulfur oxides (SOx)

Projects in the Basin with construction-related emissions that exceed any of the emission thresholds
should be considered to be significant under CEQA.

Thresholds for Operational Emissions
The daily operational emissions “significance” thresholds for the Basin are as follows.

Emission Thresholds for Pollutants with Regional Effects. Projects with operations-related
emissions that exceed any of the emission thresholds listed below are considered significant under the
SCAQMD guidelines.

55 pounds per day of ROC
55 pounds per day of NOy

550 pounds per day of CO

150 pounds per day of PMyq

150 pounds per day of SO

Local Microscale Concentration Standards. The significance of localized project impacts under
CEQA depends on whether ambient CO levels in the vicinity of the project are above or below State
and federal CO standards. If ambient levels are below the standards, a project is considered to have a
significant impact if project emissions result in an exceedance of one or more of these standards. If
ambient levels already exceed a State or federal standard, project emissions are considered significant
if they increase one-hour CO concentrations by 1.0 part per million (ppm) or more or eight-hour CO
concentrations by 0.45 ppm or more. The following are applicable local emission concentration
standards for CO:

« California State one-hour CO standard of 20.0 ppm
o California State eight-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm

P:\clb430\air quality\Air.doc «03/14/05» 16



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
MARGH 2005 HOME DEPOT EAST LONG BEACH

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Construction Impacts

Air quality impacts would occur during the construction of the proposed project from soil disturbance
and equipment exhaust. Major sources of emissions during demolition, grading and site preparation
include exhaust emissions from construction vehicles and equipment and fugitive dust generated by
construction vehicles and equipment traveling over exposed surfaces, demolition activities, as well as
by soil disturbances from grading and backfilling. The following construction impact analysis
summarizes construction emissions and associated impacts for the project site.

Construction Equipment Emissions. Grading and construction activities would cause combustion
emissions from utility engines, heavy-duty construction vehicles, haul trucks, and vehicles
transporting the construction crew. Exhaust emissions during grading and other construction
activities envisioned on site vary daily as construction activity levels change. Peak grading days
typically generate a larger amount of air pollutants than during other project construction days.

Prior to construction of the commercial center, four large and one smaller storage tanks and their
associated pipings, the containment earth berms, a former hazardous material storage facility, and a
sump will be removed. Contaminated soils that are determined to be hazardous will be transported to
a State-approved facility and disposed of. Based on demolition estimates for a similar project, it is
anticipated that demolition of the existing structures will take two to three weeks. Implementation of
the proposed project will require the excavation of approximately 40,460 cubic yards of earth on site.
Approximately 18,490 cubic yards of the excavated earth will be used as material for the construction
of on-site embankments. Approximately 21,970 cubic yards of earth are to be exported off site.
Equipment required would include two dozers working 10 hours per day during peak days, one piece
of crushing equipment and one loader with eight hours a day each, haul trucks and trailers making a
total of 60 trips per day traveling 30 miles each way, and one water truck traveling 15 miles on site
per day, as shown in Table E.

Table E: Emissions from Construction Equipment Exhaust—Demolition and Grading

s Hours or Pollutants (Ibs/day)
ource .
Miles per Day CO |ROC | NOy | SOx | PMy,

Demolition
2 Dozers 10 hours 72 | 3.6 25 18 | 2.8
1 Loader 8 hours 46 | 1.8 15 | 15 | 14
1 Crushing Equip. 8 hours 54 | 1.2 | 13.6 |1.144| 1.12
1 Water Truck 15 miles 0.29 |0.033| 0.41 | 0.004|0.010
60 Haul Truck Trips | 30 mileseach | 35 | 3.9 | 50 | 0.53 | 1.3
20 Worker Trips 40 mileseach | 8.8 | 0.42 | 1.1 |0.005|0.016

Total Demolition 126 | 11 | 106 | 49 | 6.6
Grading
1 Dozer 10 hours 36 1.8 13 | 090 | 14
2 Scrapers 8 hours 20 | 43 | 61 | 74 | 6.6
1 Excavator 8 hours 89 | 18 | 131 | 1.2 | 0.6
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1 Water Truck 15 miles 0.29 |0.033| 0.41 | 0.004|0.010
40 Haul Truck Trips | 30 mileseach | 23 | 26 | 33 | 0.35 | 0.84
20 Workers Trips 40 mileseach | 8.8 | 0.42 | 1.1 |0.005|0.016
Total Grading 97 11 | 122 | 9.9 | 94
SCAQMD Threshold 550 | 75 | 100 | 150 | 150

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., March 2004.

The project will include the construction of an access road connecting existing Loynes Drive toward
the middle portion of the commercial center where open parking areas are to be established adjoining
Studebaker Road. This project also includes installation of the necessary infrastructure for the new
commercial center including storm water drainage, sewage disposal, water, solid waste, electricity,
natural gas, and telecommunications.

Grading and construction of the parking lots and building pads will take from one to two months.
Equipment required would include construction equipment working as much as 10 hours per day
during peak days, as shown in Table E. In addition, it is assumed there would be 20 workers on the
site during demolition and 20 workers during grading, each traveling 40 miles per day to and from the
site.

Emissions during the building erection phase would be lower than the peak daily emissions presented
in Table E. Table E shows that construction equipment/vehicle emissions during demolition and
grading periods would exceed only the SCAQMD-established daily threshold for NOx.

Construction of the buildings uses different types of equipment on the project site than during grading
periods. Similarities do exist in terms of equipment exhaust emissions and fugitive dust emissions.
However, it is anticipated that emissions during construction would be below peak grading day
emissions. Therefore, mitigation implemented for peak grading day emissions would be adequate to
reduce emissions during construction periods.

Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are generally associated with demolition, land clearing,
exposure, and cut and fill operations. Dust generated daily during construction would vary
substantially depending on the level of activity, the specific operations, and weather conditions.
Nearby sensitive receptors and on-site workers may be exposed to blowing dust, depending upon
prevailing wind conditions. Fugitive dust would also be generated as construction equipment or
trucks travel on unpaved roads on the construction site.

Based on the construction assumptions for the proposed project and emission factors from the EPA
AP-42 and the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table F lists the fugitive dust emissions
during the grading periods. This table shows that without mitigation measures, fugitive dust
emissions during the grading periods would exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 150 pounds per day
during construction. With the implementation of standard conditions, such as frequent watering (e.g.,
minimum twice per day), fugitive dust emissions from construction activities are expected to be
reduced by 50 percent or more, however, they would still exceed the SCAQMD threshold. If the soil
is volatile organic compound (VOC)-contaminated, the SCAQMD Executive Officer must be notified
by telephone within 24 hours of detection of the VOC-contaminated soil and a Rule 1166 permit
obtained prior to grading.
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Table F also lists total construction emissions (fugitive dust emissions and construction equipment
exhausts) during the grading periods. Table F shows that during peak grading days, daily total
construction emissions of NOx and PMy, would exceed the daily thresholds established by the
SCAQMD even with SCAQMD standard air pollution control measures implemented. Therefore,
short-term constructions impacts to air quality will be significant and adverse. Emissions of other
criteria pollutants would be below the thresholds.

Table F: Peak Grading Day—Total Emissions (Ibs/day)

Category (6{0) ROC | NOx | SOx | PMy
Vehicle/Equipment Exhaust (Table E) 97 109 | 1216 | 9.9 94
Fugitive Dust from 10 Hours of Dozer — — — — 330
Soil Disturbance: No Mitigation
Fugitive Dust from 10 Hours of Dozer — — — — 165
Soil Disturbance: with Mitigation
Total Grading: No Mitigation 97 109 | 1216 | 9.9 339
Total Grading: with Mitigation 97 109 | 1216 | 9.9 174
SCAQMD Threshold 550 75 100 150 150
Exceeds SCAQMD Threshold? No No Yes No Yes

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., March 2004.

Architectural Coatings. Architectural coatings applied during construction contain VOCs that are
similar to ROCs and are part of the O3 precursors. At this stage of project planning, no detailed
architectural coatings information is available. Compliance with the SCAQMD Rule 1113 on the use
of architectural coatings should be considered sufficient. An estimate can be made using basic site
plan information that shows one large building and several smaller buildings with a total floor area of
157,529 square feet. A very rough approximation of exterior wall area, based on planned floor space,
gives an approximate 45,250-square-foot area to cover, using the SCAQMD CEQA VOC emission
factor for architectural coatings of 2.08 Ibs/gal and assuming a 1 mil thick coat translates to 18.5 Ibs
VOC per 1,000 square feet of coating. This predicts a total project emission of 840 Ibs of VOC.
Assuming a one-month period of coating application and 22 work days per month, the result is 38 Ibs
of VOC emitted per day from the application of architectural coatings. These emissions would occur
after grading activities, near the end of the construction phase. Therefore, this VOC emission is the
principal air emission and is below the SCAQMD threshold. Therefore, short-term impacts to air
quality from architectural coating applications will be less than significant.

Diesel Toxics Analysis

The following discussion of diesel toxics evaluates two issues: (1) the general health risks of air
toxics and the current contribution of diesel trucks to those risks; and (2) the project’s potential air
toxics impact.
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Chemicals surround us all our lives; some are beneficial, some are harmful, and some are necessary
for good health in small amounts but harmful in larger amounts. Determining how hazardous a
substance is depends on many factors, including the amount, how it enters the body, how long the
exposure is, and what organs in the body are affected. One major way these substances enter the body
is through inhalation in either gas or particulate form. While many gases are harmful, very small
particles penetrate deep into the lungs, contributing to a range of health problems. Exhaust from
diesel engines is a major source of these airborne particles. California’s Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has determined that long-term exposure to diesel exhaust
particulate poses the highest cancer risk of any toxic air contaminant it has evaluated. Fortunately,
improvements to diesel fuel and diesel engines have already reduced emissions of some of the
pollutants associated with diesel exhaust. The ARB has developed a Diesel Risk Reduction Plan
which, when fully implemented, will result in a 75 percent reduction in particle emissions from diesel
equipment by 2010 (compared to 2000 levels) and an 85 percent reduction by 2020 (OEHHA, 2004).

It is not expected that construction of this project will cause a significant long-term increase in toxic
air constituents in the project vicinity. When considering health impacts from diesel PM, the exposure
period analyzed is 70 years, or an entire lifespan. Construction traffic and equipment would cease to
occur after project construction is complete (no more than one to two years). Therefore, the emissions
from construction have no significant impact on the health risk to nearby residents. There will be
long-term use of diesel delivery trucks; however, when comparing the number of diesel truck trips
anticipated with health risk analyses of similar projects, potential impacts from air toxics associated
with diesel trucks would be less than significant.

Long-Term Regional Air Quality Impacts

Long-term air emission impacts are those associated with stationary and mobile sources related to any
change to the proposed project. The proposed commercial use would result in both stationary and
mobile sources. The stationary source emissions from the commercial uses would come from the
consumption of natural gas. Based on the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for this project (LSA,
December 2004), implementation of the proposed project would generate 5,783 daily trips on
weekdays and 8,503 on weekends. Long-term operational emissions associated with the proposed
project, calculated with the URBEMIS 2002 model, are shown in Table G and show the impact of the
project. Emissions from the project related mobile sources would exceed CO, ROC, and NOx
thresholds based on emission factors for year 2004. SO, and PMy, emissions would not exceed
thresholds. Therefore, the project-related long-term air quality impacts would be significant. To
reduce regional impacts, the following standard features will be implemented as part of the project:

o Trees will be planted to provide shade and shadow to buildings; and
o Energy efficient low-pressure sodium parking lot lights will be used.
Because most of the project’s air quality impacts are generated by vehicle emissions, these project

design features do not substantially reduce any long-term air quality impacts of the project. Therefore,
impacts remain significant and adverse.

Despite great progress in air quality improvement, approximately 146 million people nationwide lived
in counties with pollution levels above the NAAQS in 2002. Out of the 230 nonattainment areas
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identified during the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendment designation process, 124 areas remain as
nonattainment today. In these nonattainment areas, however, the severity of air pollution episodes has
decreased. Air quality in the South Coast Air Basin in the past twenty years has improved steadily
and dramatically, even with the tremendous increase in population and vehicles and other sources.

As shown in Table B, long term exposure to elevated levels of criteria pollutants could result in
potential health effects. However, as stated in the Thresholds of Significance, emission thresholds
established by the air district are used to manage total regional emissions within an air basin, based on
the air basin attainment status for criteria pollutants. These emission thresholds were established for
individual projects that would contribute to regional emissions and pollutant concentrations that may
affect or delay the projected attainment target year for certain criteria pollutants.

Because of the conservative nature of the thresholds and the basin-wide context of an individual
project’s emissions, there is no direct correlation of a single project to localized health effects. One
individual project having emissions exceeding a threshold does not necessarily result in adverse
health effects for residents in the project vicinity. This is especially true when the criteria pollutants
exceeding thresholds are those with regional effects, such as ozone precursors like NOx and ROC.

Based on the above discussion, the potential for an individual project to significantly deteriorate
regional air quality or contribute to significant health risk is small, even if the emission thresholds are
exceeded by the project. Because of the overall improvement trend on air quality in the air basin, it is
unlikely the regional air quality or health risk would worsen from the current condition due to

emissions from an individual project.

Table G: Home Depot Operational Emissions

Pollutants, Ibs/day
Source CO | ROG | NOy | SO, PMy,
Weekday
Sit-Down Restaurant 81 6.4 11 0.06 5.8
Shopping Center 177 14 24 0.14 13
Home Depot 431 34 58 0.33 31
Total weekday emissions 689 54 93 0.53 50
Weekend
Sit-Down Restaurant 101 7.9 13 0.08 7.2
Shopping Center 251 20 34 0.20 18
Home Depot 660 52 89 0.51 47
Total weekend emissions 1,012 80 136 0.79 72
SCAQMD Threshold 550 55 55 150 150
Exceed SCAQMD Threshold?® Yes/Yes No/Yes Yes/Yes No/No No/No
Significant Air Quality Impact? Yes Yes Yes No No

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., December 2004.

® Reporting status for weekday/weekend scenarios
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Long-Term Microscale (CO Hot Spot) Analysis

Vehicular trips associated with the proposed project would contribute to the congestion at
intersections and along roadway segments in the project vicinity. Localized air quality effects would
occur when emissions from vehicular traffic increase in local areas as a result of the proposed project.
The primary mobile source pollutant of local concern is CO. CO is a direct function of vehicle idling
time and, thus, traffic flow conditions. CO transport is extremely limited; it disperses rapidly with
distance from the source under normal meteorological conditions. However, under certain extreme
meteorological conditions, CO concentrations proximate to a congested roadway or intersection may
reach unhealthful levels affecting local sensitive receptors (residents, school children, the elderly,
hospital patients, etc). Typically, high CO concentrations are associated with roadways or
intersections operating at unacceptable levels of service or with extremely high traffic volumes. In
areas with high ambient background CO concentration, modeling is recommended to determine a
project’s effect on local CO levels.

An assessment of project related impacts on localized ambient air quality requires that future ambient
air quality levels be projected. Existing CO concentrations in the immediate project vicinity are not
available. Ambient CO levels monitored at the North Long Beach station, the closest station with
monitored CO data, showed a highest recorded one hour concentration of 9.7 ppm (State standard is
20 ppm) and a highest eight hour concentration of 5.7 ppm (State standard is 9 ppm) during the past
three years (see Table D).

The highest CO concentrations would occur during peak traffic hours; hence, CO impacts calculated
under peak traffic conditions represent a worst case analysis. Based on the Traffic Impact Analysis
(LSA 2004), CO hot spot analyses were conducted for existing and future cumulative conditions. The
impact on local carbon monoxide levels was assessed with the ARB approved CALINE4 air quality
model, which allows microscale CO concentrations to be estimated along roadway corridors or near
intersections. This model is designed to identify localized concentrations of carbon monoxide, often
termed “hot spots.” A brief discussion of input to the CALINE4 model follows. The analysis was
performed for the worst case wind angle and wind speed condition and is based upon the following
assumptions:

« Selected modeling locations represent the intersections closest to the project site, with the highest
project related vehicle turning movements and the worst level of service deterioration;

o Twenty receptor locations with the possibility of extended outdoor exposure from 12 to 24 meters
(approximately 39 to 79 feet) of the roadway centerline near intersections were modeled to
determine carbon monoxide concentrations;

e The calculations assume a meteorological condition of almost no wind (0.5 meter/ second), a
suburban topographical condition between the source and receptor, and a mixing height of 1,000
meters, representing a worst case scenario for CO concentrations;

« CO concentrations are calculated for the one hour averaging period and then compared to the one
hour standards. CO eight hour averages are extrapolated using techniques outlined in the
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, October 1993, and compared to the eight hour
standards; a persistence factor of 0.7 was used to predict the eight hour concentration in an
attainment area;

« Concentrations are given in ppm at each of the receptor locations;
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o The “at-grade” link option with speed adjusted based on average cruise speed and number of
vehicles per lane per hour was used rather than the “intersection” link selection in the CALINE4
model (Department has suggested that the “intersection” link should not be used due to an
inappropriate algorithm based on outdated vehicle distribution). Emission factors from the
EMFAC2002 model for all vehicles based on the adjusted speed for the year 2004 was used for
the vehicle fleet; and

e The highest level of the second highest 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations monitored at the
North Long Beach station in the past three years were used as background concentrations; 5.9
ppm for the one hour CO and 4.6 ppm for the eight hour CO. The “background” concentrations
are then added to the model results for future with and without the proposed project conditions.

The proposed project would contribute to increased CO concentrations at intersections in the project
vicinity. As shown in Tables H and I, under the existing conditions, all 11 intersections analyzed
would have the one-hour and eight-hour CO concentrations below the federal and State standards.
The existing CO concentrations are from current traffic in the vicinity of these intersections.

One future year scenario was evaluated for traffic impacts from the proposed project: the project build
out year (2006). It is anticipated that emissions, including CO, in the future years will decrease with
technology advancement. For this scenario, traffic volumes projected for year 2006 were used, with
the year 2006 emission factors for CO. The current year (2004) background CO concentrations at the
North Long Beach station were used for the future opening year (2006) conditions. Tables J and K
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Table H: Existing Weekday CO Concentrations*

Exceeds
Receptor to Road |Existing One-Hour | Existing Eight-Hour State
Centerline CO Concentration| CO Concentration | Standards
Intersection Distance (Meters) (ppm) (ppm) 1-Hr | 8-Hr

Pacific Coast Highway 24 10.6 7.9 No | No
and 2nd St. 24 10.6 7.9 No | No
22 10.4 7.8 No No

21 10.1 7.5 No No

Pacific Coast Highway 21 8.4 6.4 No | No
and Loynes Dr. 19 8.4 6.4 No | No
19 8.4 6.4 No No

17 8.4 6.4 No No

Pacific Coast Highway 20 8.0 6.1 No | No
and Bellflower Blvd. 18 8.0 6.1 No | No
17 7.9 6.0 No No

16 7.9 6.0 No No

Pacific Coast Highway 21 11.5 8.5 No | No
and 7th St. 21 11.2 8.3 No | No
17 11.0 8.2 No No

16 10.9 8.1 No No

Pacific Coast Highway 17 9.7 7.3 No | No
and Studebaker Rd. 15 9.7 7.3 No | No
15 9.7 7.3 No | No

15 9.4 7.1 No | No

Bixby Village and 14 6.8 5.2 No | No
Loynes Dr. 14 6.8 5.2 No | No
14 6.8 5.2 No No

14 6.8 5.2 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 17 8.6 6.5 No | No
Loynes Dr. 17 8.5 6.4 No | No
14 8.4 6.4 No No

14 8.3 6.3 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 15 8.9 6.7 No | No
SR-22 EB ramps 14 8.8 6.6 No | No
14 8.7 6.6 No No

14 8.7 6.6 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 15 9.2 6.9 No | No
SR-22 WB ramps 14 9.1 6.8 No | No
14 9.0 6.8 No No

14 8.7 6.6 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 17 9.1 6.8 No | No
2nd St. 17 8.6 6.5 No | No
17 8.5 6.4 No | No

14 8.4 6.4 No | No

* Includes ambient one-hour concentration of 5.9 ppm and ambient eight-hour concentration of
4.6 ppm. Measured at the 3648 North Long Beach Boulevard, Long Beach, CA, AQ Station (Los
Angeles County).
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Exceeds
Receptor to Road |Existing One-Hour | Existing Eight-Hour State

Centerline CO Concentration| CO Concentration | Standards
Intersection Distance (Meters) (ppm) (ppm) 1-Hr | 8-Hr
Studebaker Rd. and 14 8.4 6.4 No | No
AES plant driveway 14 8.3 6.3 No | No
14 8.3 6.3 No | No

12 8.3 6.3 No | No

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., December 2004.
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Table I: Existing Weekend CO Concentrations®

Exceeds
Receptor to Road |Existing One-Hour | Existing Eight-Hour State
Centerline CO Concentration| CO Concentration | Standards
Intersection Distance (Meters) (ppm) (ppm) 1-Hr | 8-Hr

Pacific Coast Highway 24 9.3 7.0 No | No
and 2nd St. 24 9.3 7.0 No | No
22 9.3 7.0 No No

21 9.2 6.9 No No

Pacific Coast Highway 21 7.9 6.0 No | No
and Loynes Dr. 19 7.9 6.0 No | No
19 7.8 5.9 No No

19 7.8 5.9 No No

Pacific Coast Highway 20 7.9 6.0 No | No
and Bellflower Blvd. 18 7.8 5.9 No | No
17 7.8 5.9 No No

16 7.8 5.9 No No

Pacific Coast Highway 21 9.1 6.8 No | No
and 7th St. 21 9.0 6.8 No | No
17 8.8 6.6 No No

16 8.8 6.6 No No

Pacific Coast Highway 17 9.1 6.8 No | No
and Studebaker Rd. 15 8.9 6.7 No | No
15 8.9 6.7 No | No

15 8.7 6.6 No | No

Bixby Village and 15 6.5 5.0 No | No
Loynes Dr. 14 6.5 5.0 No | No
14 6.4 5.0 No No

14 6.4 5.0 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 17 8.0 6.1 No | No
Loynes Dr. 14 8.0 6.1 No | No
14 7.9 6.0 No No

14 7.9 6.0 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 15 7.8 5.9 No | No
SR-22 EB ramps 14 7.8 5.9 No | No
14 1.7 5.9 No No

14 1.7 5.9 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 15 7.6 5.8 No | No
SR-22 WB ramps 14 7.5 5.7 No | No
14 7.5 5.7 No No

14 7.4 5.7 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 17 8.9 6.7 No | No
2nd St. 17 8.5 6.4 No | No
17 8.4 6.4 No | No

14 8.2 6.2 No | No

* Includes ambient one-hour concentration of 5.9 ppm and ambient eight-hour concentration of
4.6 ppm. Measured at the 3648 North Long Beach Boulevard, Long Beach, CA, AQ Station (Los
Angeles County).
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Exceeds
Receptor to Road |Existing One-Hour | Existing Eight-Hour State

Centerline CO Concentration| CO Concentration | Standards
Intersection Distance (Meters) (ppm) (ppm) 1-Hr | 8-Hr
Studebaker Rd. and 14 7.8 5.9 No | No
AES plant driveway 14 7.8 5.9 No | No
14 7.8 5.9 No | No

12 7.8 5.9 No | No

Source: LSA Associates, Inc., December 2004.
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Table J: 2006 Weekday CO Concentrations®

Receptor to  |Project Related| Without/With Without/With Exceeds
Road Centerline Increase Project One-Hour | Project Eight-Hour State
Distance 1-hr/8-hr CO Concentration| CO Concentration | Standards
Intersection (Meters) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) 1-Hr | 8-Hr

Pacific Coast 24/24 0.1/0.1 10.2/10.3 7.6/7.7 No | No
Highway and 2nd St. 24124 0.0/0.0 10.2/10.2 7.6/7.6 No | No
22/22 0.1/0.0 10.0/10.1 7.5/7.5 No No

21/21 0.0/0.0 9.9/9.9 7.4/7.4 No No

Pacific Coast 21/19 0.0/0.0 8.3/8.3 6.3/6.3 No | No
Highway and Loynes 19/19 0.0/0.0 8.2/8.2 6.2/6.2 No | No
Dr. 19/17 0.1/0.1 8.1/8.2 6.1/6.2 No No
17/17 0.0/0.0 8.1/8.1 6.1/6.1 No No

Pacific Coast 20/20 0.0/0.0 8.1/8.1 6.1/6.1 No | No
Highway and 18/18 0.0/0.0 8.1/8.1 6.1/6.1 No | No
Bellflower Blvd. 16/17 0.0/0.0 8.1/8.1 6.1/6.1 No | No
16/16 0.0/0.0 8.0/8.0 6.1/6.1 No No

Pacific Coast 21/21 0.1/0.1 10.8/10.9 8.0/8.1 No | No
Highway and 7th St. 21/21 0.0/0.0 10.6/10.6 7.9/7.9 No No
17/17 0.0/0.0 10.5/10.5 7.8/7.8 No No

16/16 0.0/0.0 10.4/10.4 7.8/7.8 No No

Pacific Coast 17/17 0.0/0.0 9.4/9.4 7.1/7.1 No | No
Highway and 15/15 0.0/0.0 9.3/9.3 7.0/7.0 No | No
Studebaker Rd. 15/15 0.0/0.0 9.3/9.3 7.0/7.0 No No
15/15 0.0/0.0 9.1/9.1 6.8/6.8 No No

Bixby Village and 14/14 0.1/0.0 6.7/6.8 5.2/5.2 No | No
Loynes Dr. 14/14 0.0/0.0 6.7/6.7 5.2/5.2 No | No
14/14 0.0/0.0 6.7/6.7 5.2/5.2 No No

14/14 0.0/0.0 6.7/6.7 5.2/5.2 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 17/17 0.1/0.1 8.5/8.6 6.4/6.5 No | No
Loynes Dr. 17/17 0.1/0.0 8.4/8.5 6.4/6.4 No | No
15/15 0.1/0.1 8.3/8.4 6.3/6.4 No No

15/15 0.1/0.1 8.3/8.4 6.3/6.4 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 15/15 0.1/0.1 8.6/8.7 6.5/6.6 No | No
SR-22 EB ramps 15/14 0.1/0.1 8.6/8.7 6.5/6.6 No | No
14/14 0.1/0.0 8.4/8.5 6.4/6.4 No No

14/14 0.1/0.0 8.4/8.5 6.4/6.4 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 15/15 0.1/0.1 9.3/9.4 7.0/7.1 No | No
SR-22 WB ramps 14/14 0.1/0.1 9.2/9.3 6.9/7.0 No | No
14/14 0.1/0.1 9.1/9.2 6.8/6.9 No No

14/14 0.0/0.0 8.9/8.9 6.7/6.7 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 17/17 0.6/0.4 9.3/9.9 7.0/7.4 No | No
2nd St. 17/17 0.5/0.4 8.8/9.3 6.6/7.0 No No
17/17 0.5/0.3 8.7/9.2 6.6/6.9 No No

14/14 0.5/0.3 8.6/9.1 6.5/6.8 No No

® Includes ambient one-hour concentration of 5.9 ppm and ambient eight-hour concentration of

4.6 ppm. Measured at the 3648 North Long Beach Boulevard, Long Beach, CA, AQ Station (Los

Angeles County).
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Receptor to  |Project Related| Without/With Without/With Exceeds
Road Centerline Increase Project One-Hour | Project Eight-Hour State
Distance 1-hr/8-hr CO Concentration| CO Concentration | Standards
Intersection (Meters) (Ppm) (ppm) (ppm) 1-Hr | 8-Hr
Studebaker Rd. and 14/14 0.1/0.0 8.4/8.5 6.4/6.4 No No
AES plant driveway 14/14 0.1/0.0 8.4/8.5 6.4/6.4 No | No
12/14 0.0/0.0 8.4/8.4 6.4/6.4 No No
12/12 0.1/0.1 8.3/8.4 6.3/6.4 No No
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., December 2004.
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Table K: 2006 Weekend CO Concentrations’

Receptor to  |Project Related| Without/With Without/With Exceeds
Road Centerline Increase Project One-Hour | Project Eight-Hour State
Distance 1-hr/8-hr CO Concentration | CO Concentration | Standards
Intersection (Meters) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) 1-Hr | 8-Hr

Pacific Coast 24/24 0.6/0.4 9.2/9.8 6.9/7.3 No | No
Highway and 2nd St. 24124 0.6/0.5 9.1/9.7 6.8/7.3 No | No
22/22 0.5/0.4 9.1/9.6 6.8/7.2 No No

21/21 0.5/0.4 9.1/9.6 6.8/7.2 No No

Pacific Coast 21/21 0.0/0.0 8.0/8.0 6.1/6.1 No | No
Highway and Loynes 19/19 0.0/0.0 8.0/8.0 6.1/6.1 No | No
Dr. 19/19 0.0/0.0 7.9/7.9 6.0/6.0 No No
19/19 0.0/0.0 7.9/7.9 6.0/6.0 No No

Pacific Coast 20/20 0.1/0.1 7.8/7.9 5.9/6.0 No | No
Highway and 18/18 0.1/0.0 7.7/7.8 5.9/5.9 No | No
Bellflower Blvd. 17/17 0.1/0.0 7.7/7.8 5.9/5.9 No | No
16/16 0.1/0.0 7.717.8 5.9/5.9 No No

Pacific Coast 21/21 0.0/0.0 9.1/9.1 6.8/6.8 No | No
Highway and 7th St. 21/21 0.0/0.0 9.1/9.1 6.8/6.8 No No
17/17 0.2/0.2 8.8/9.0 6.6/6.8 No No

16/16 0.1/0.1 8.8/8.9 6.6/6.7 No No

Pacific Coast 17/17 0.0/0.0 9.4/9.4 7.1/7.1 No | No
Highway and 17/15 0.0/0.0 9.2/9.2 6.9/6.9 No | No
Studebaker Rd. 15/15 0.1/0.1 9.1/9.2 6.8/6.9 No | No
15/15 0.1/0.0 9.0/9.1 6.8/6.8 No No

Bixby Village and 15/15 0.2/0.1 6.4/6.6 5.0/5.1 No | No
Loynes Dr. 14/15 0.1/0.0 6.4/6.5 5.0/5.0 No | No
14/14 0.1/0.0 6.4/6.5 5.0/5.0 No No

14/14 0.1/0.0 6.4/6.5 5.0/5.0 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 17/17 0.4/0.3 7.8/8.2 5.9/6.2 No | No
Loynes Dr. 15/17 0.3/0.2 7.8/8.1 5.9/6.1 No | No
15/15 0.4/0.2 7.7/8.1 5.9/6.1 No No

15/15 0.4/0.2 7.7/18.1 5.9/6.1 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 15/15 0.2/0.2 7.8/8.0 5.9/6.1 No | No
SR-22 EB ramps 15/15 0.2/0.2 7.8/8.0 5.9/6.1 No | No
14/14 0.2/0.1 7.717.9 5.9/6.0 No No

14/14 0.1/0.0 7.717.8 5.9/5.9 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 15/15 0.4/0.3 7.5/7.9 5.7/6.0 No | No
SR-22 WB ramps 14/14 0.3/0.2 7.5/7.8 5.7/5.9 No | No
14/14 0.3/0.2 7.5/7.8 5.7/5.9 No No

14/14 0.3/0.2 7.3/7.6 5.6/5.8 No No

Studebaker Rd. and 17/17 0.2/0.2 9.1/9.3 6.8/7.0 No | No
2nd St. 17/17 0.2/0.1 8.6/8.8 6.5/6.6 No No
17/14 0.1/0.1 8.6/8.7 6.5/6.6 No No

14/7 0.2/0.1 8.3/8.5 6.3/6.4 No No

" Includes ambient one-hour concentration of 5.9 ppm and ambient eight-hour concentration of

4.6 ppm. Measured at the 3648 North Long Beach Boulevard, Long Beach, CA, AQ Station (Los

Angeles County).
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Receptor to  |Project Related| Without/With Without/With Exceeds
Road Centerline Increase Project One-Hour | Project Eight-Hour State
Distance 1-hr/8-hr CO Concentration | CO Concentration | Standards
Intersection (Meters) (Ppm) (ppm) (Ppm) 1-Hr | 8-Hr
Studebaker Rd. and 14/14 0.1/0.1 7.9/8.0 6.0/6.1 No No
AES plant driveway 14/14 0.2/0.2 7.8/8.0 5.9/6.1 No | No
14/14 0.2/0.2 7.8/8.0 5.9/6.1 No No
12/12 0.2/0.2 7.8/8.0 5.9/6.1 No No
Source: LSA Associates, Inc., December 2004.
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show that, under the year 2006 opening year condition, none of the 11 intersections analyzed would
exceed either the one-hour or the eight-hour CO concentration federal and State standards. The
proposed project would contribute at most a 0.6 ppm increase to the one-hour CO concentrations and
0.5 ppm increase to the eight-hour CO concentrations at these intersections. The proposed project
would not have a significant impact on local air quality for CO, and no mitigation measures would be
required.

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN CONSISTENCY

A consistency determination plays an essential role in local agency project review by linking local
planning and unique individual projects to the air quality plans. It fulfills the CEQA goal of fully
informing local agency decision makers of the environmental costs of the project under consideration
at a stage early enough to ensure that air quality concerns are addressed. Only new or amended
General Plan elements, Specific Plans, and significantly unique projects need to undergo a
consistency review due to the air quality plans strategy being based on projections from local General
Plans.

The proposed project consists of constructing a Home Depot store and other retail uses to
accommodate existing demand in the project vicinity and is not a growth inducing project. Because
the proposed project area is currently zoned for industrial uses, a Conditional Use Permit for
commercial use of the site is required. However, the project does not require a General or Specific
Plan amendment and is not unique. Therefore, it is consistent with the local air quality plan.

STANDARD CONDITIONS

Construction Impacts. The project is required to comply with regional rules that assist in reducing
short-term air pollutant emissions. SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that fugitive dust be controlled with
best available control measures so that the presence of such dust does not remain visible in the
atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source. In addition, SCAQMD Rule 402 requires
implementation of dust suppression techniques to prevent fugitive dust from creating a nuisance off
site. Applicable dust suppression techniques from Rule 403 are summarized below. Implementation
of these dust suppression techniques can reduce the fugitive dust generation (and thus the PMyg
component). Compliance with these rules would reduce impacts on nearby sensitive receptors.

The following are the applicable Rule 403 Measures:
« Apply nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive

construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more).

o Water active sites at least twice daily. (Locations where grading is to occur will be thoroughly
watered prior to earthmoving).

o All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should maintain at
least two feet of freeboard in accordance with the requirements of California Vehicle Code
(CVC) section 23114 (freeboard means vertical space between the top of the load and top of the
trailer).

o Pave construction access roads at least 100 feet onto the site from main road.
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o Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads shall be reduced to 15 mph or less.

Project Operations. The project is expected to create total (vehicular and stationary) daily emissions
exceeding the daily emissions thresholds established by the SCAQMD.

The proposed project will be required to comply with Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations
established by the Energy Commission regarding energy conservation standards. The project
applicant shall incorporate the following in building plans:

o Trees will be planted to provide shade and shadow to buildings.

o Energy efficient low-pressure sodium parking lot lights will be used.

« Solar or low-emission water heaters shall be used with combined space/water heater units.

o Double-paned glass or window treatment for energy conservation shall be used in all exterior
windows.

« Buildings shall be oriented north/south where feasible.

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDED MEASURES

A. Additional dust suppression measures in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook are
included as part of the project’s mitigation.

¢ Revegetate disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

o All excavating and grading operations shall be suspended when wind speeds (as
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph.

o All streets shall be swept once per day if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets
(recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water).

« Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash
trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip.

« All on-site roads shall be paved as soon as feasible, watered periodically, or chemically
stabilized.

o The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation operations shall be
minimized at all times.

B. The Construction Contractor shall select the construction equipment used on site based on low
emission factors and high energy efficiency. The Construction Contractor shall ensure that
construction grading plans include a statement that all construction equipment will be tuned and
maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.

C. The Construction Contractor shall utilize electric or diesel powered equipment in lieu of gasoline
powered engines where feasible.
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D. The Construction Contractor shall ensure that construction grading plans include a statement that
work crews will shut off equipment when not in use. During smog season (May through
October), the overall length of the construction period will be extended, thereby decreasing the
size of the area prepared each day, to minimize vehicles and equipment operating at the same
time.

E. The Construction Contractor shall time the construction activities so as to not interfere with
peak-hour traffic and minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes adjacent to the site; if
necessary, a flagperson shall be retained to maintain safety adjacent to existing roadways.

F. The Construction Contractor shall support and encourage ridesharing and transit incentives for
the construction crew.

G. Compliance with the SCAQMD Rule 1113 on the use of architectural coatings should be
implemented. Emissions associated with architectural coatings would be reduced by complying
with these rules and regulations, which include using pre-coated/natural colored building
materials, using water-based or low-VOC coating, and using coating transfer or spray equipment
with high transfer efficiency.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The project would contribute criteria pollutants to the area during temporary project construction. A
number of individual projects in the area may be under construction simultaneously with the proposed
project. Depending on construction schedules and actual implementation of projects in the area,
generation of fugitive dust and pollutant emissions during construction may result in substantial
short-term increases in air pollutants. This would be a contribution to short-term cumulative air
quality impacts.

The project would also result in increases in long-term operational emissions. The project would
contribute cumulatively to local and regional air quality degradation.

Currently, the Basin is in nonattainment for CO, PMy, and Os. Construction of the proposed project,
in conjunction with other planned developments within the cumulative study area, would contribute

to the existing nonattainment status. Therefore, the proposed project would exacerbate nonattainment
of air quality standards within the Basin and contribute to adverse cumulative air quality impacts.

REFERENCES

California Air Resources Board web site: http://www.arb.ca.gov.
Caltrans 1988. Air Quality Technical Analysis Notes.
Caltrans 1997. Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol.

LSA Associates, Inc., December 2004. Long Beach Home Depot Draft Traffic Analysis.

P:\clb430\air quality\Air.doc «03/14/05» 34



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
MARGH 2005 HOME DEPOT EAST LONG BEACH

OEHHA. Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust.
http://www.oehha.ca.gov/public_info/facts/dieselfacts.html. 2004

South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. 1993.
South Coast Air Quality Management District. Air Quality Management Plan. 1997.

Western Regional Climate Center Web Site: http://www.wrcc.dri.edu.

P:\clb430\air quality\Air.doc «03/14/05» 35



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
MARGH 2005 HOME DEPOT EAST LONG BEACH

APPENDIX A
URBEMIS2002 MODEL PRINTOUTS

Available for review at the City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building
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APPENDIX B
CALINE4 CO HOTSPOTS MODEL PRINTOUTS

Available for review at the City of Long Beach, Department of Planning and Building
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